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ABSTRACT
Barriers to success: Sheep and goat producers in the service-grazing industry
Erin Aurelia Campbell-Craven
Service-grazing is a novel term for grazing done on land not owned or rented by a
livestock producer or manager, for the purpose of land management, and for which the
owner or land manager receiving grazing services pays compensation to the service
provider. This research project seeks to gather detailed information about producers in
the Western United States, providing grazing services under this project’s definition of
“service-grazing”, with a focus on those operating in California, in order to discover the
business models or practices necessary to be successful within a service-based grazing
operation. To this end, an online survey consisting of 59 questions was designed and
administered to 25 service-grazers operating with the Western United States.
Demographic data collected suggested that service-grazers tend to be younger than most
sheep producers. They are also highly educated and generally not generational farmers.
The majority of service grazers graze mostly goats and are highly dependent on off-farm
income. Due to the limited number of responses received to the survey, it is
recommended that future work be split into two parts: 1) compiling an accurate and upto-date list of producers providing grazing services, with detailed demographic
information and specific characteristics of each operation; 2) a further survey to question
those producers as to the feasibility of transitioning, in whole or in part, from a
production-based livestock operation to one providing grazing services.
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INTRODUCTION

Service-grazing is a novel term for grazing done on land not owned or rented by a
livestock producer or manager, for the purpose of land management, and for which the
owner or land manager receiving grazing services pays compensation to the service
provider. This business type allows the use of livestock to accomplish necessary land
management tasks and has gained additional interest in recent years as a means of
managing vegetation growth at the intersections of open rangeland and urban/suburban
sprawl. This thesis delves into the business models or practices necessary to be successful
within a service-based grazing operation. Of particular interest to many livestock
producers is whether it is feasible to offer grazing services as part of a diversified
production business. If so, service-grazing could provide an alternate revenue source for
traditional producers of lamb, wool, or goat meat. Another option for producers may be
to transition fully to providing grazing services as a more sustainable and profitable
business type than production agriculture. As evidenced in other, non-agricultural fields
such as the tech industry, offering a service more unique and difficult to imitate than
many livestock products may allow producers a competitive advantage in the face of
dwindling agricultural profits (Olivia and Kallenberg 2003). In order to succeed,
however, these producers may need to significantly adapt the traditional livestock
business model to one capable of focusing on a service which is more nebulous than a
tangible offering such as meat, milk, or fiber.
To this end, this thesis is composed of two parts: that which is currently known
about the service-grazing industry, and the unknowns which the thesis research project
seeks to investigate. Much of the information that exists regarding the service-grazing
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industry is found either within more ecology-focused literature, news articles
interviewing notable grazing-service providers, or in anecdotal evidence gathered through
interviewing agency personnel working closely with service-grazers. This thesis seeks to
quantify that anecdotal evidence by exploring the commonalities among service-grazing
business operations and the service-grazers who operate them.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

This literature review is composed of two parts. The first section contains a broad
overview of what is known about grazing to accomplish land management goals and how
they are implemented, particularly in regard to practices falling under this project’s
definition of “service-grazing.” It is a summary of current knowledge of service-grazing
and its use as a means of accomplishing resource management goals, derived from a
review of the literature on the topic. Publications relevant for the review were identified
by searching for the key phrases “targeted grazing,” “prescribed grazing,” “deferral
grazing,” and “conservation grazing” in the University of California Rangelands
Research and Education Archive, the online databases BIOSIS and AGRICOLA, and the
archives of the journals Rangelands, Journal of Range Management, and Rangeland
Ecology and Management. Emphasis was placed on studies implemented within the
Western United States, with supplementary information derived from studies conducted
in other regions to expand upon topics common to all service-grazing systems.
The second part of this literature review examines the business practices inherent
to service-grazing operations, particularly those that have gained media attention for their
work within the last 15 years. The data informing this discussion came from a series of
published articles profiling service-grazers through the Western United States, as well as
from interviews with industry professionals knowledgeable about the field. These
professionals included members of the Central Coast Rangeland Coalition, California
Woolgrower’s Association, and University of California Cooperative Extension
employees.
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GRAZING TO ACCOMPLISH LAND MANAGEMENT GOALS
Terminology
Many ranchers, land managers, and livestock producers graze in a way that is
intended to achieve conservation-related goals. However, they refer to their practices
with different terms, and relevant agencies and organizations do not clarify the situation
with consistent terminology. This tradition can complicate the process of researching
grazing practices for conservation purposes, as well as reporting the results of such
research. What follows is a general summary of the terminology used by several different
organizations when referring to the practice of grazing for land management purposes, as
well as an alternative suggestion of a term to be used by producers who are providing
grazing services as a way to meet land management goals.
To refer to methods of grazing that place emphasis on achieving natural resource
management goals while providing livestock with forage, the Society for Range
Management (SRM) uses the term “targeted grazing.” This term, first introduced by John
W. Walker in a peer-reviewed article in 1995, gained in popularity after publication of
the comprehensive Targeted Grazing Handbook in 2006 (Bailey et al. 2019). SRM
defines targeted grazing as “the application of a specific kind of livestock at a determined
season, duration, and intensity to accomplish defined vegetation or landscape goals.”
SRM and other researchers also use the term “prescribed grazing” to describe techniques
used within a targeted grazing system to achieve management goals (Walker 1995, Butler
et al. 2003; Launchbaugh and Walker 2006). In contrast, the United States Department of
Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) uses the term prescribed
grazing to refer to the most inclusive concept, defining it as a conservation practice that
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“provide[s] adequate nutrition to animals while maintaining or achieving the desired
vegetative community on the grazed site” (Butler et al. 2003). The NRCS considers
prescribed grazing to be both a primary conservation practice and a means for
maintaining wildlife habitat (Butler et al. 2003). To make matters more confusing, both
the NRCS and the SRM employ the term “conservation grazing” when emphasizing the
goal of conserving biodiversity within grazed lands, often using it interchangeably with
the terms targeted or prescribed grazing, or to refer to a specific program using targeted
or prescribed grazing practices (Butler et al. 2003; Frost et al. 2012; Launchbaugh and
Walker 2006).
Additional terms are used in the literature to describe specific grazing strategies
used to achieve the goals of targeted grazing. Although these terms are sometimes used
interchangeably with the terms “targeted” or “prescribed” grazing, they should not be
confused with these terms. The following terms should be referred to as management
practices that can be used solely or integrated with other management practices to
accomplish the ultimate goal of accomplishing an environmental objective, i.e.
targeted/prescribed grazing.
One of these terms is “deferred grazing” (or “deferral grazing”). SRM defines
deferment as “the delay of livestock grazing in an area for an adequate period to provide
for plant reproduction, establishment of new plants, or restoration of vigor of existing
plants” (Bedell 1998). Deferral is sometimes referred to as a tool to be used within a
prescribed grazing system, much like fencing, water placement, and stocking density.
Deferral is often recommended as a method of protecting riparian areas in especially wet
periods or times of year when protection from grazing is necessary to allow protected or
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endangered species to reproduce (George et al. 2011; Launchbaugh and Walker 2006). In
some circumstances, the term deferred grazing is used to refer more generally to meet
conservation goals, and in this context serves in place of either targeted grazing or
prescribed grazing. For example, the International Terminology for Grazing Lands and
Grazing Animals, which was published with the aim of providing internationally agreed
upon definitions for grazing terms, does not include definitions for either “targeted
grazing” or “prescribed grazing.” It does, however, define “deferred stocking” as “the
postponement or delay of grazing or harvesting to achieve a specific management
objective” (Allen et al. 2011). One of the first mentions of deferred grazing can be found
in a USDA bulletin from 1913, in which “deferred grazing” is used in reference to
pastures that were not grazed some years until all forage had produced seed, preventing
de-seeding as a result of over-grazing (Sampson 1913).
“Rotational grazing” (or “rotation grazing”) refers to a system in which grazing
animals are moved between at least two grazing sites (Undersander et al. 2002). SRM
defines rotation grazing as “a grazing scheme where animals are moved from one grazing
unit (paddock) in the same group of grazing units to another without regard to specific
rest periods or levels of plant defoliation.” This suggests that the practice of rotational
grazing in and of itself is not necessarily directed toward natural resource management
goals. Within the practice of rotational grazing, additional terms—"rest-rotation” and
“deferred-rotation”—are used to refer more explicitly to the practice of allowing grazing
animals access to grazing land in an effort to allow forage or other ecological factors
adequate recovery time before livestock are reintroduced (Allen et al. 2011; Heady 1961).
It also includes preventing access during certain times. These methods of grazing
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management are often defined as the opposite of continuous grazing (refer to Heady’s
1961 seminal paper, “Continuous vs. Specialized Grazing Systems: A Review and
Application to the California Annual Type.”) Heady, who uses the term “specialized” to
refer to grazing systems containing aspects of deferral and/or rotation, defines
“continuous grazing” as a practice in which grazing animals remain on a defined area of
range for at least an entire growing season (if not year-long), usually for as long as
weather will permit (Heady 1961).
The California Wool Growers Association (CWGA), which has previously used
the term “targeted grazing,” has been exploring the potential benefits of using the term
“eco-grazing” to describe the service offered by its members (who contract with private
or public entities to meet vegetation or livestock goals). CWGA members have suggested
that this term may be more self-explanatory to a public unfamiliar with other grazing
terminology but interested in utilizing the services of a targeted grazing practitioner
(CWGA 2017).
With respect to the focus of this particular project, it is important to distinguish all
of the terms discussed above from a term often colloquially used as grazing on land not
owned or rented by a livestock producer: “contract-grazing.” Unfortunately, the use of
this term can also prove problematic as it also has an older, more established definition
which did not originally refer to providing grazing services (Teegerstrom 1997). Under
this initial definition, “contract grazing” referred solely to the practice of de-coupling the
ownership and management of livestock. In a contract grazing system, skilled grazing
managers are retained by livestock owners to manage a group of livestock for a
predetermined amount of time, either on land belonging to the livestock owner or another
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party. The contract grazer is then compensated, either for time spent managing the
livestock or by some production goal, such as animal weight gained per day (Paine and
Cates 2013). This original definition of contract-grazing may not adequately describe the
type of management used here, in that it often refers to the management of livestock not
owned by the grazing manager. According to the original definition, contract grazing is
generally focused more on animal production goals, rather than land management. All of
the terms referenced above are used interchangeably in the literature as well as by
producers providing grazing services themselves. I propose to instead use the novel term
“service-grazing.” “Service-grazing” refers to grazing done on land not owned or rented
by the livestock producer or manager, for the purpose of land management, and for which
the owner or land manager receiving grazing services pays compensation to the service
provider.
Applications of service-grazing
Establishing goals through the use of a grazing plan
In order to ensure that the proper grazing techniques are being used to meet the
desired land management goal, it is advisable that a producer providing grazing services
should draft a grazing plan. Many clients seeking the use of grazing services will require
a grazing plan before a producer can begin grazing animals on a property. A grazing plan
will include a comprehensive goal statement composed of the following elements: the
resource management goal or goals to be accomplished through the use of targeted
grazing, management objectives related to livestock production, and the grazing methods
to be used to accomplish the objectives and goals. All the elements just listed along with
a description of a monitoring system for measuring progress in meeting the goals should
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be set down in the goal statement (Butler et al. 2003). Writing a comprehensive grazing
plan with a feasible conservation goal requires knowledge of the characteristics of the
site, the history of land use, and the purpose for using animals to graze the site (Bush and
District 2006; Butler et al. 2003). In the case of a primarily grazing-based operation,
livestock managers must also consider the economics of transporting animals between
grazing sites, as well as fencing and water availability at the project site (Bush and
District 2006).
The first step in forming a grazing plan encompassing the use of service-grazing
practices is to establish or identify one or more resource management goal that might
feasibly be attained through the use of service-grazing. The next step is to select specific
practices or methods that can be implemented to meet those goals. A related step in the
planning process is to define, for each strategy or method to be used, an objective for
which progress toward realization can be measured. All the parameters involved—the
vegetation or habitat, the places that it occurs, the desired results—must be identified
explicitly. For example, if the goal of grazing is to reduce maximum potential wildfire
intensity on rangeland, two related objectives can be defined: (1) desired fuel reduction
level and (2) animal growth or productivity level. Performance standards for these
objectives might be: (1) above-ground plant biomass reduced to 1000 pounds/acre on
average in key fire-risk zones, and (2) yearling weights increased by at least seven
pounds per month, on average.
It may be desirable to state resource management goals in a comprehensive
manner. A comprehensive goal statement takes into consideration not only the ecological
goal of the service-grazing application and the grazing practices that will be used to
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pursue that goal, but also addresses potential social and economic impacts of the grazing
regimen. This approach ensures that the targeted grazing plan not focus purely on an
ecological goal, but also takes into account the well-being of the livestock, the production
goals and economic sustainability of the land manager, and the ecological health of the
ecosystem within which the targeted grazing practice is being performed (Blanchet et al.
2000; Launchbaugh and Walker 2006). Understanding the ecological processes and
biology of the species involved is obviously an important part of the planning process.
Common land management goals
Five resource management goals in the Western United States region have
received the most study for their potential to be addressed by the implementation of
service-grazing practices: (1) fuel reduction to decrease the incidence of fires, (2) control
of noxious/invasive weeds, (3) creating/improving/maintaining desired habitat conditions
for wildlife, especially threatened and endangered species, (4) restoring and maintaining
riparian areas, and (5) increasing populations of native grasses and forbs (Bush and
District 2006). These goals are clearly interrelated and overlap with each other; the
achievement of one goal may benefit (or harm) another goal. For example, maintaining
riparian areas may also provide increased habitat to wildlife species that require wooded
habitat, whereas grazing for fuel reduction/fire suppression may decrease habitat
available to wildlife requiring taller grass stands for adequate nesting habitat or protection
from predators. It is also true that a specific grazing practice may work to realize more
than one goal at the same time.
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1) Fuel reduction/fire suppression
A frequent targeted grazing objective is the reduction of dry vegetation available
to fuel wildfires (Launchbaugh and Walker 2006). Although targeted grazing has not
been shown to decrease the chance of fire ignition, it has been shown to reduce the speed
and intensity of fire spread (McKenzie et al. 2011; Nader et al. 2007; Perevolotsky and
Seligman 1998). This effect has been observed primarily in otherwise un-grazed areas at
the fringes of urban zones in the San Francisco Bay Area, where goats and sheep have
been employed for years to consume quick burning “fine fuels” (chiefly grasses). This
application of targeted grazing may also serve to break up dense shrub growth, slowing
potential fire spread by increasing distances between fuel sources (Bush and District
2006).
2) Noxious or invasive weed control
Targeted livestock grazing can decrease the reproductive capability of noxious
weeds and unwanted invasive species if those species are grazed before they are able to
effectively disperse seed. To achieve this impact, it must first be determined at which
points in its life cycle the targeted species is palatable and to which grazing species, as
well as when the plant’s reproductive capabilities may be most detrimentally impacted by
grazing (D’Antonio et al. 2002; Henderson et al. 2012; Wallace et al. 2008).
Several weeds that persist in rangeland in the Western United States are
vulnerable to impacts from targeted grazing. In particular, the growth and reproduction of
yellow starthistle (Centaurea solstitalis) have been reduced by targeted grazing with
sheep, goats, and cattle. Targeted grazing methodologies for yellow starthistle control
have included high stocking rates for short periods of time at early stages of growth,
11

before the yellow starthistle has a chance to bloom. Yellow starthistle stands have been
shown to be reduced most effectively when re-grazed at least once after an initial mid- to
late-spring grazing application to remove regrowth, especially in years where late spring
and early summer rainfall is higher than normal (Thomsen et al. 1993; Wallace et al.
2008).
3) Benefiting wildlife and/or endangered species habitat
Increases in the populations of some wildlife species have been correlated with
some grazing programs. When using grazing methods to improve wildlife habitat, it is
essential to obtain adequate information regarding the particulars of the preferred habitat
of the species in question. For example, kangaroo rats and meadow mice are both small
mammals, but their different habitat preferences necessitate different grazing strategies
for improving their environments. The grazier needs to increase stock density and
duration of grazing in the kangaroo rat habitat to create the open areas the animal prefers
for foraging, whereas decreasing stock density and duration of grazing is needed in the
meadow mouse habitat to maintain enough vegetative cover to provide nesting and hiding
sites (Barry 2011; Bush and District 2006).
The habitats of two amphibian species found within California’s Central Coast
region—the California Red-legged Frog (Rana draytonii) and the California Tiger
Salamander (Ambystoma californiense)—are commonly managed through the use of
grazing. The California Red-legged Frog is a federally threatened species that requires
ponds with areas that are clear of extensive vegetative growth for successful tadpole
development. Targeted grazing can reduce aquatic vegetation cover and thereby create
suitable frog breeding habitat. The breeding activities of the California Tiger Salamander
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are often similarly dependent upon the existence of livestock stock ponds, especially
when natural breeding areas such as vernal pools are absent. Grazing can assist in the
creation of suitable habitats for both species; however, continuous grazing of livestock in
frog and salamander breeding areas can have a detrimental aspect effect on frog
reproduction by disrupting egg masses. Where populations of these amphibians exist on
traditionally grazed rangeland, such as in the East Bay Regional Parks, grazing cattle at
low to medium stock density is used until the late fall, when these species begin breeding.
This practice limits damage to egg masses, and can also be practiced when fish species of
interest are spawning to prevent damage to small fry (Barry 2011; Bush and District
2006).
4) Restoring and maintaining riparian areas
Allowing livestock continuous access to riparian areas has been shown to be
detrimental to riparian health, due to preferential grazing of riparian species by livestock.
The animals may simply consume the vegetation that exists in the places where they are
seeking shade or they may be seeking out vegetation that is still growing late in the
grazing season when grass production has decreased in surrounding, drier pastures
(George et al. 2011). In contrast, limited access and light to moderate grazing intensities
have been shown to have a positive impact on increasing plant species numbers within
riparian areas (although it is possible that climatological fluctuations within study years
are responsible for the observed differences) (Allen-Diaz and Jackson 2000; Allen-Diaz
et al. 1998; Marañón and Bartolome 1994).
Some grazing programs that include short-term, high-density grazing in riparian
areas have had negative impacts on water quality, plant biodiversity, and wildlife habitat
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such as fish spawning grounds; these impacts may be a result of excess exposure to
manure deposition as well as soil compaction and erosion (Belsky et al. 1999) . One
could argue that these negative impacts resulted from inappropriate animal management
practices or poor monitoring of changes in site conditions (Clary 1999). However, the
majority of studies on the impacts of grazing on riparian areas have been conducted in
continental-type climates with a much different precipitation regimen than in
Mediterranean climates. Some studies suggest that these detrimental effects may not be
observed to such an extent in riparian areas in the Western United States as long as shortterm, high-density grazing is avoided at the wettest times of the year (Gasith and Resh
1999; Larsen et al. 1998).
5) Increasing the presence of native perennial plant species
Some research suggests that perennial plants may be more sensitive to grazing
intensity than annual plants. (Bartolome et al. 2004). At the same time, perennial plants
are more likely to be outcompeted by annual species even when grazing pressure does not
limit the growth of the annual species. Together, these trends point to the success of
attempts to promote native grass species through grazing being highly dependent on
selecting the appropriate duration and timing of grazing (Bartolome et al. 2004). Duration
and timing of grazing can prove especially important when attempting to promote or limit
the presence of a specific plant species. Grazing timed to finish defoliating plants before
or during the early flowering period can reduce the reproduction of undesirable plants by
limiting seed production. Also, because many invasive annual weeds sprout earlier in the
season than native perennial grasses, it is sometimes possible to suppress these invasive
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weeds while minimally stressing native species by implementing late-winter or earlyspring grazing (D’Antonio et al. 2002; Undersander et al. 2002).
Techniques to achieve service-grazing goals
For service-grazing providers, in opposition to most livestock producers, the
success of their industry rests not on the successful growth and marketing of their
animals. Instead, the focus lies mainly on the extent of their ability to positively impact a
landscape through grazing livestock. Many factors influence the potential impacts of
service-grazing. It is important for the grazing manager to recognize, first, that many of
these factors are not under his or her control. The Western United States is subject to
greater precipitation variability between years than Midwestern states. There also exists a
large climatic gradient between different grassland areas even within counties resulting in
much wetter grasslands in the northern coastal areas than in the southern inland
grasslands. The spatial and temporal variation in precipitation results in vastly difference
species composition in different parts of the region, which means that a specific grazing
prescription applied to one location in the Western United States during a particular year
cannot be counted on to produce a similar result in a different location or during a
different year (Spiegal et al. 2014).
The three main factors under a grazing manager’s control are the intensity of the
grazing pressure put on an area, the duration of the grazing application, and the seasonal
timing of grazing animals’ access (Blanchet et al. 2000). Grazing intensity, the level of
grazing pressure put on an area, is influenced by two main variables, “stocking rate” and
“grazing capacity,” which are defined as the number of animals grazing on a site over a
defined period of time and the amount of forage available for consumption on a site,
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respectively (Wolf et al. 2017). A high stocking rate in a highly productive grassland can
produce similar grazing pressures as a lower stocking rate on more marginal grassland. A
grazier or land-manager can adjust these variables as needed to fine-tune the impacts of
grazing animals and adapt to environmental effects or observed divergence from the
stated vegetation goals (Bush and District 2006).
The species of grazing animal is also an important factor to consider because
different species have different impacts on vegetation. Cattle, with their large muzzles
and large rumens, are high-volume grazers, less able than sheep or goats to quickly and
efficiently select between individual plants or plant parts. Cattle focus more on
herbaceous vegetation, as they are also able to digest more fibrous forage than the other
livestock species. These characteristics make cattle more suited to graze tall, dense grass
stands than species such as sheep or goats. Sheep, with their smaller mouths and lower
fermentative capacity, are more selective than cattle in what they eat and have a natural
preference for more digestible forbs over grasses; therefore, sheep may be a more
appropriate grazing animal to use when attempting to control weedy forbs. Goats, with
their narrow mouths, dexterous tongues, and greater ability to digest secondary
metabolites found in some shrubs, are preferred over sheep when attempting to reduce the
presence of woody species (Hart 2001, Launchbaugh and Walker 2006).
Animal species used for grazing sometimes require different equipment for their
management. Goats and sheep require more advanced fencing than cattle –which can
often be contained behind one or two stands of non-electrified barbed wire. Sheep and
goats, generally require the use of field fencing (metal fencing composed of interlocking
squares), six to eight strands of barbed wire, multiple strands of electric fence, woven
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electric fencing, or a combination of two or more of the above. Sheep and goats are more
easily transported by trailer due to their smaller size, but, again, require more complex
holding facilities to load them into trailers. Sheep and goats are often more desirable
animals for clients managing in urbanized areas as the potential damage that can be done
by sheep and goats to infrastructure is less than impacts by heavier livestock such as
cattle. The liability involved in grazing near roads or railways is also less with sheep or
goats than it is with cattle, as loose sheep or goats are less likely to result in catastrophic
motor vehicle collisions. However, sheep and goats do face much higher rates of
predation due to their smaller size. In general, sheep and goats are preferred more by
service grazers operating in less spacious landscapes with a higher concentration of ruralurban interfaces, while cattle are more preferred in large, open landscapes with higher
levels of forage and not easily fenced for smaller animals (Hart 2001, Launchbaugh and
Walker 2006, Undersander et. al 2002).
Monitoring and assessing the results of grazing
Setting in place a system for monitoring and analyzing results is an essential part
of the grazing plan process. This is especially important for producers providing grazing
services, who often need to demonstrate the effectiveness of their services to prospective
or current clients who may lack agricultural knowledge. Ranchers and land managers are
accustomed to incorporating complex observational data into their management, but too
often this process is confined to anecdotal evidence and does not involve the gathering,
recording, and analyzing of data in a scientific way. It can be challenging to collect data
in a consistent and meaningful way over time, especially if the method is necessarily
timely and complex, and it can be expensive. However, several relatively simple and
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easily implemented monitoring methods exist. Photographic monitoring can be the
simplest way to collect data measuring changes in forage cover or vegetation type for
many ranchers and land managers (Woods and Ruyle 2015).
Another commonly used monitoring method in annual grasslands is recording
residual dry matter (RDM), the measurement of plant material left standing on the ground
in the fall, immediately prior to the commencement of the first seasonal rains prompting
regrowth. Depending on average precipitation, the amount of woody cover on a site,
slope, and other factors, the recommended amount of RDM varies. Where RDM
recommendations are followed, researchers have observed higher protection from soil
erosion, increased forage productivity, and higher levels of species diversity in the year
following adherence to the recommendation (Bartolome et al. 2007).
RDM measurements can be useful for monitoring the impacts of targeted grazing
techniques. Making progress toward meeting different management goals, such as
improving wildlife habitat or reducing wildfire fuels, can be indicated by different
amounts of RDM. When multiple conservation goals exist and necessitate different
targeted grazing applications, one conservation goal may have to periodically be given
priority over another. For example, the minimum level of residual dry matter that must
remain after grazing to provide adequate nesting habitat for small birds and mammals
may be higher than the recommended minimum RDM for reducing the threat from
wildfire or supporting other mammals such as kangaroo rats that require low levels of
vegetative cover (Allen-Diaz and Jackson 2005).
When attempting to quantify the effects of a grazing practice on the presence of a
key species (either desired or undesired), it is also common to establish sampling plots
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within a larger area of rangeland within which plant stand density, species composition,
and other vegetative attributes can be measured. When establishing this kind of
monitoring, it is critical to select and maintain permanent long-term sampling plots, with
plots large enough to provide an accurate sample of the target species in relation to the
area being studied, but not so large as to make sampling excessively difficult or timeconsuming. More diverse areas of vegetation may require an increased number of plots to
provide sufficiently representative data (Woods and Ruyle 2015).
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SERVICE-GRAZING IN PRACTICE
Unsurprisingly, with the increased incidence of fires in the Western United States
and especially in California, the majority of news coverage related to grazing service
providers has focused on using livestock for fire reduction and prevention. Blue Tent
Farms, which owns about 1,200 goats, has been employed by the City of Sacramento to
reduce the presence of fine fuels including grass and weeds. The use of goats is mostly
employed in areas with terrain too steep to easily maneuver mowing equipment or
weedeaters (May 2017). The County of Sacramento also contracted the use of 2,400
goats and sheep intermittently from 2012 to 2016 to clear weeds from the 250-acre Kiefer
landfill that may have become a fire hazard or interfered with employees performing their
daily duties (Taft 2014). In 2018, the Sacramento County Department of Water
Resources used 600 sheep and goats to clear grass and weeds blocking rain drains in the
area, to avoid the chance of flooding (Sullivan 2018).
Sleepy Hollow Fire Protection District (SHFPD) in Marin County has recently
partnered with local landowners and the Marin County Open Space District to reduce fire
risk in grass woodlands through the use of sheep and goats provided by Star Creek Land
Stewards. While the main focus of the project is to establish defensible space around
homes, a secondary goal is to reduce the spread of barbed goatgrass, an invasive species
(SHFPD 2019).
Service-grazing has also been used in places to reduce ground cover where
herbicide runoff could prove detrimental to water supplies, or as a green alternative to
mechanical means of reducing fuel loads. The San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Plant
used 900 sheep and 100 goats provided by Living Systems Land Management in 2009 to
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graze the 400 acres surrounding the plant. San Jose’s Environmental Services Department
invested in the use of these grazing services in accordance with San Jose’s Green Vision
plan, which strives to reduce the use of nonrenewable energy (Goldston 2009). Google
also made headlines in 2009 when the company employed 200 goats from California
Grazing over the course of a week to manage the lawn surrounding their headquarters in
Mountain View as an alternative to using lawnmowers (Zielinski 2009). Other large
entities that have employed the use of grazing services on their grounds include the
Ronald Reagan Presidential Library, the Nature Conservancy, and Keysight Technologies
in Santa Rosa. Keysight Technologies cites a main reason for its use of sheep and goats
rather than lawnmowers as an attempt to limit the amount of dust and noise that had
previously annoyed employees and neighbors (Quackenbush 2019).
New employers of grazing services, especially after the devastating recent fires in
Napa and Sonoma Counties, are vineyard owners and operators. One of the larger grazing
service providers in California, KAOS Sheep Outfit, uses its 12,000 head of sheep to
graze vineyards in Mendocino, Lake, and Colusa Counties each April and May
(Quackenbush 2019). Organic and ecofriendly vineyards, which aim to reduce their uses
of pesticides and herbicides, have shown particular interest in using sheep to reduce
naturally occurring vegetation as well as new leaf shoots which may hamper the exposure
of wine grapes to vital sunlight (The Sheep Site, 2015).
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES
This research project seeks to gather detailed information about producers in the
Western United States, providing grazing services under this project’s definition of
“service-grazing”, with a focus on those operating in California. Service-grazing is
defined as grazing done on land not owned or rented by the livestock producer or
manager, for the purpose of land management, and for which the owner or land manager
receiving grazing services pays compensation to the service provider. Specifically, the
three main research objectives of the thesis project include the following: 1) Investigate
the demographics of producing providing grazing services, including gender, age,
education level, past occupation(s), time spent raising livestock, and employment
practices. 2) Learn about the operation specifics and business practices of service-grazing
practitioners and establish commonalities among these producers. Operation specifics
include species and breed of livestock grazed, areas grazed, common clients requesting
grazing services and common goals of those clients. Business practices include strategies
for the everyday health and upkeep of livestock, decision-making regarding costs and
labor expenditures, and how each producer markets and charges for their services. 3)
Compare these business practices observed in a service-based grazing industry to those
observed among more production-based businesses such as typical livestock production
enterprises focused on producing a milk, meat, or fiber product. These objectives would
allow for a deeper analysis of the attributes unique to the service-grazing industry which
distinguish it from typical livestock production and may inhibit significant success within
the industry by livestock producers.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

To assess commonalities among service-grazers, an online survey consisting of 59
questions was designed and adapted in response to feedback given by Dan Macon,
President of the California Woolgrowers’ Association (CWA) and Livestock and Natural
Resources Advisor for University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE) Placer
and Nevada Counties, and by Erica Sanko, Executive Director of CWA. Other
individuals who reviewed the survey and gave feedback included Dr. Stephanie Larson,
Livestock and Range Management Advisor for UCCE Sonoma County, Brittney Cole
Bush, co-director of the Grazing School of the West, Dr. Lynn Huntsinger, Professor of
Rangeland Ecology and Management at the University of California, Berkeley, and Beth
Reynolds, Supervisor of the Sheep Center and Goat Enterprise at California Polytechnic
State University, and Chair of the Society for Range Management Targeted Grazing
Committee. These livestock professionals and academic researchers assisted in ensuring
the clarity of questions and results. The survey was titled “Barriers to successful servicegrazing by sheep and goat producers” and was intended to be completed by surveyed
participants in approximately 30-40 minutes. Although cattle are used in for servicegrazing, the majority of the literature (including news articles) concerned the use of sheep
and goats in urban-wildlife interfaces, so the decision was made to limit the scope of the
project to those two species.
Survey questions were designed to delve into management techniques, decisionmaking processes, and demographics of livestock producers providing grazing services in
the Western United States. A number of questions were incorporated into the survey in
response to requests from industry professionals who assisted in survey development.
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Most notably, CWA was interested in gathering more information about the specifics of
service-grazing operations on grazing sites (for example, whether producers performed
animal upkeep such as shearing and hoof-trimming on-site, or whether most servicegrazing providers owned or rented land outside of project sites). The Society for Range
Management Targeted Grazing Committee wished to assess the attitude of producers
toward a potential accreditation process for grazing-service providers.
In total, 25 producers responded to the survey. Surveyed subjects were sheep and
goat producers contacted primarily through the California Woolgrower’s Association
(CWA), as well as known grazing-service providers contacted through university experts
in the field of service-grazing. Access to the survey was sent to CWA, On Pasture, UCCE
contacts, members of the California Range Management Advisory Committee, and each
state’s lead range/grazing specialist employed through the Natural Research Conservation
Service throughout the Western United States (Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming). The
survey was also emailed to a representative from the American Sheep Industry, as well as
Woolgrower’s associations in each Western state. Finally, the email addressed for 44
producers were found through a Google search for established grazing service businesses
in the Western United States and all were sent the survey link.
The online survey was distributed through SurveyMonkey. Subjects were required
to read a consent form and affirm consent to participate by clicking a button marked yes.
SurveyMonkey results were collected by the primary investigator, who was the only
researcher with a password to access results. All data was collected on a passwordprotected computer to protect the anonymity of respondents.
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In addition to the online survey, two case study participants were chosen to
provide a look into two relatively novel businesses representing alternate applications of
the service-grazing model. One service-business business, owned and operated almost
fully by one individual, consists largely of grazing animals not owned but only managed
by that producer. This producer also does not rent or own any land and is reliant on
grazing the livestock on property belonging to others year-round. The second servicegrazer is a larger scale contractor grazing a solar farm, relying on the management
services of an environmental consulting firm. This firm is responsible for all
communication with the service-grazing client, removing the responsibility from the
producer to negotiate logistics of the grazing operation. These case studies were intended
to provide qualitative information about novel businesses providing grazing services that
were not represented through the general online survey questionnaire. To ensure the
quality of information collected at these site visits, a total of 4 hours was spent at each
site. At the first site, there was only one producer available to interview as the operation
was solely run by one individual. At the second site, five individuals were interviewed
including three employees of the environmental consulting firm and two employees of
the sheep grazing operation. An effort was made to contact and interview other novel
service-grazing providers for in-depth interviews, but these producers did not respond
within the time allotted for the project.
For the interviews, individuals and businesses participating in the case studies
received an explanatory overview of the project and all survey questions in advance and
were required to sign a consent form before any further information was exchanged. Case
study participants also were allowed to reserve the right to refuse dissemination of any
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information or cease participation at any time. Risk for this survey in terms of accidental
disclosure of trade secrets or proprietary business information was expected to be
minimal, with all information provided by producers voluntarily, to be presented in this
thesis anonymously. Data was maintained under password protection and was accessible
only by the researcher. Data obtained through the online survey and case studies was deidentified. The thesis project was approved with minimal review by the Internal Review
Board (2019-186-CO).
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RESULTS
SURVEY RESULTS
Results from the online survey were divided into three categories: demographics,
operation specifics and management techniques, and challenges faced within the servicegrazing industry. Answers to demographic questions provided personal information about
service-grazing producers including gender, age, education level, past occupation(s), time
spent raising livestock, and employment practices. The purpose underlying the collection
of the requested data was to obtain a description of the “average” grazing-services
provider for general knowledge, as well as for purposes of comparison with the average
sheep/goat producer. This demographic description will help elucidate whether the
average provider of grazing services possesses some qualities unique to service-grazers
that may help them succeed in the operation of a novel type of livestock business.
Demographic questions
To begin, I will discuss the demographics found in the online survey including
age, gender, race/ethnicity, and occupational background. Each demographic question in
the survey requested information about all business partners and employees of each
operation, ensuring that collected data went beyond that of the individual completing the
survey. The majority (68%) of grazing service providers who responded to the survey
were between the ages of 30 and 69, with 72 percent of providers under the age of 59.
The most common age for providers was between 30 and 39, with 26 percent of
respondents falling within this age range. Business partners were almost even divided
between male (55%) and female (45%), with slightly more than half (54%) of all
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businesses being run by a female and male pair. Employees skewed male (82%), with
almost three-quarters of employees (72%) falling below the age of 39. Sixty-nine percent
of all employees were of Hispanic, LatinX or Spanish origin, while 9 percent of all
business partners were of Hispanic, LatinX, or Spanish origin.
Occupational background demographic information varied greatly among
respondents. Years spent raising livestock ranged from two to fifty-plus years. Fifty-two
percent of respondents had one to ten years of experience. Seventy-six percent had spent
twenty years or less raising livestock (Figure 1). Survey respondents averaged about
eighteen years of livestock-raising experience.

Figure 1. Number of years service-grazers had spent raising livestock,
grouped by 10-year spans.
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Occupational backgrounds of the survey respondents also exhibited variation,
with only slightly more than a third of respondents claiming farming or ranching as their
original career. Another third of respondents had been involved in some industry other
than agricultural, with the remaining third of respondents who answered the survey
question split evenly between previous occupations in the agricultural industry, sales or
marketing, or business (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Occupations of service-grazers, before raising livestock, grouped
by occupation type.
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Almost all respondents had at least some college, with the majority (76%) having
achieved a bachelor’s degree or higher (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Educational attainment achieved by service-grazers, grouped by
highest degree obtained.
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The majority of respondents grazed counties from all regions of California,
including Alameda, Contra Costa, El Dorado, Fresno, Los Angeles, Madera, Marin,
Mendocino, Monterey, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, San Benito, San Francisco,
San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, Sonoma,
Sutter, and Ventura counties. Twenty-nine percent of the survey respondents did not
graze livestock within California.
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All respondents to the survey grazed either sheep, goats, or both. The majority of
respondents owned or leased goats but did not own or lease sheep within their grazing
enterprise. Two respondents did have herds composed of more than 500 sheep (Figure 4).
Within the population of respondents grazing goats, the number of goats among each of
the enterprises was more evenly spread (Figure 5). The two respondents who grazed more
than 500 sheep also grazed more than 500 goats, but there was no statistically significant
connection between the number of sheep and goats grazed by a producer.
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Figure 4. Number of sheep grazed by service-grazers.
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Figure 5. Number of goats grazed by service-grazers.
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The percentage of non-ranch income drawn by producers was fairly evenly
distributed between 5 and 100 percent, although there was a slight skew toward producers
drawing no income from outside the ranch. Two survey respondents drew all of their
income from non-ranch sources, suggesting they are involved in providing grazing
services but draw no income from the business.
Producers were also surveyed as to how much land they rented or owned, and
how much land they grazed in 2018 that was not rented or owned. Producers providing
grazing services grazed approximately fourteen times more acres than they rented or
owned. Most producers owned or rented fewer than 100 acres of land, with one producer
not owning or renting any land, but still grazing 1200 acres during 2018.
Operation specifics and management techniques
For purposes of this project, the general categories of operation specifics and
management techniques were comprised of questions related to logistics, labor division,
and finance. These questions primarily encompass many aspects of sheep and goat
operations common to all operations, including those not providing grazing services, as
well as some overview of clients requesting grazing services.
Seventy-three percent of producers reported using livestock guardian dogs for
predator control and 92% of respondents used fencing or other types of containment to
prevent predation. Nineteen percent of producers had herders with their flocks or herds.
Those producers who did not hire someone to stay with their animals checked on their
flocks and herds regularly. Forty-two percent checked several times a day, 38% once a
day, 15% several times each day and night, and 4% checked once at night. All
respondents reported that they were responsible for making all decisions about predator
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control, amount of supervision, and animal health and upkeep, with minimal input from
clients.
When all responses were aggregated, producers overall named feed,
equipment/machinery, transportation, labor, and animal care as the top five expenses
associated with their service-grazing operations. While more producers overall listed feed
as either their highest or second-highest cost, most producers named labor as their
number one expense (Figure 6).

% of respondents that named expense

Figure 6. Top operation expenses of service-grazers, ranked first and second
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The most frequent clients were private landowners, while the least frequent were
federal or state government organizations. Approximately two-thirds (64%) of producers
reported having a standard fee rate for services. The majority of producers charged a set
price per acre for grazing services (31%), while a few others charged a set price per
animal (8%) or per day (4%). Other producers who did not have set fees for grazing
services generally charged one fee for the job based on its complexity, transportation
involved, distance from home, timing, and labor required. Only 42 percent of all
producers had a set standard fee rate, with most producers choosing to adjust their fee
based upon the needs of the grazing project. Sixty-five percent of producers have had
their revenue from service-grazing increase by more than 15 percent since they began
providing grazing services, and no producers have had their income from service-grazing
decrease over that period.
Challenges faced by service-grazing providers
Questions addressing challenges faced by service-grazing providers were
primarily open-ended, making qualitative analysis challenging but providing more of an
open forum for producer comment.
Twenty-eight percent of producers reported having difficulty finding good labor.
Those producers mentioned the difficulties in finding skilled, loyal labor at affordable
wages. Forty percent of producers had liability issues associated with providing grazing
services, with the most common among these being small-scale property damage and
loose animals trespassing on neighboring property. One producer of those surveyed
reported incurring liability issues related to personal injury. This producer mentioned his
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livestock guardian dogs biting a neighbor and causing car accidents by escaping onto a
nearby road.
When asked an open-ended question as to any other difficulties faced within their
service-grazing operations, 36 percent of respondents cited issues with public perception
of their grazing animals. Anecdotes offered included stories of locals cutting fences,
feeding animals poisonous or detrimental plants unaware, strict land ordinances
prohibiting livestock, concerns for animal well-being, and conflicts with neighboring
animals, especially domestic dogs. Sixteen percent of producers cited labor and
equipment issues, including herders not staying on site, truck failure, and the increased
wages for sheep herders mandated by California state law. Twenty percent of respondents
cited difficulties common to all sheep and goat operations, including those not providing
grazing services. These hardships included parasite and disease threats, as well as
decreased forage available due to drought and other weather issues.
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CASE STUDIES
Two grazing operations on the opposite ends of the spectrum from each other
were examined in-depth in the form of case studies for purposes of comparison and
contrast. For one of these operations, one producer held sole responsibility for all aspects
of client communication and operation of the business. For the other, all communication
with the client, as well as responsibility for measuring grazing objectives, was outsourced
to a consultant. Of these two sites, the first more closely mimicked the operation specifics
and difficulties faced by surveyed service-grazing providers, while the second offers
insight into a potential new way of mitigating some of those barriers to success.
Case study #1 – Small scale service-grazing business, one operator
This operator was chosen as an interview subject due to being “land-poor”—
located within one of the most expensive areas of the state of California, the operator
owns no land and so must keep animals on job sites year-round. The operator is a midsized contract grazing provider who spent the summer of 2019 employed by an
agricultural preservation and open space district seeking to reduce starthistle presence in
a forest grassland area. This grazing site was not an attractive proposition to many service
providers, as it required a 40-minute hike on narrow trails to bring in the sheep. The site
is accessible to vehicles, but that access point offers no area to operate a livestock trailer
and requires over an hour of driving on back roads. To bring in water for the animals, the
operator has laid a mile of portable pipe from the nearest water source. The operator lives
full-time with the flock and hires young people interested in part-time outdoor work to
assist in building portable fencing and packing in groceries and supplies.
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The producer has spent seven and a half years raising sheep and the last four years
providing grazing services, mostly for private landowners and homeowner’s associations.
This is the most remote contract as of yet and the first year grazing this site. The producer
plans to conduct an economic analysis of the project at the end of the year in preparation
for deciding whether to reapply for the contract in the future. The producer only makes
ten percent of his income from selling livestock. S/he is able to sell a few properly
finished yearlings each year, but each takes more than a year to finish properly due to the
decreased forage quality on project sites.
The grazing herd is unique, in that part of the flock is composed of sheep that the
operator does not own but agreed to take care of for a short period of time three years
ago. Shortly after making that agreement, the sheep owner lost his ranch and has not been
able to find land since. The operator now regrets taking on these sheep, as many of this
additional flock are not well-suited to the low-quality forage available at most of the
business’s grazing projects. The herd also has a small number of goats that do not belong
to the producer, but that were rented from another producer to meet the numbers required
for the current grazing project.
The operator owns and rents no land of his/her own. During the off-season for
grazing contracts, s/he sends his livestock to another much larger operator for whom s/he
works one day a week in return. Several times, the operator has been forced to resort to
keeping animals on unobserved open spaces for rent when between grazing projects. The
operator charges by the acre for grazing services, but states that s/he has made less
charging in this way in 2019 because of the excessive rain and forage growth. (When
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forage growth is greater, it will take longer to consume the amount of forage required to
complete the grazing project.)
The operator is active in the area, speaking to local groups about the potential for
using sheep and goats to graze fine fuels for fire management. However, the most
common mentality faced throughout the county is the desire to stop fires entirely. The
operator states that in order to create a complete system of fire breaks each year, areas
with fine fuels must be grazed right after the end of the growing season. This would
entail grazing two counties in one month, and there are not nearly enough sheep or goats
in the area to meet that demand. The operator’s mission is to inform the public that fires
cannot be prevented but, through the reduction of fine fuels with sheep and goat grazing,
those fires intensities can be decreased so fires are safer to fight. Even with that strategy,
s/he says, the number of sheep and goats being used for these services and the money
devoted to paying those producers will need to increase dramatically. “People aren’t
thinking about managing big acreages – they’re thinking about managing the most
minimal amount they can possible pay to manage,” s/he states, saying that reducing fine
fuel coverage by 75 percent across a large acreage is a better solution than installing a
number of 10-foot fire breaks. However, with the rise of more and more catastrophic
fires, land managers find it difficult to plan for the long-term when this year’s fire is the
most pressing priority.
In future, the operator would like to acquire a permanent site for livestock to be
housed during the offseason, but the high price of land has proven insurmountable. S/he
thinks that the best solution for grazing managers like him may be to approach large
sheep and goat producers who already own land but may be seeking other grazing land
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for lower quality animals. S/he believes the future in the service-grazing business lies in
forming business relationships with traditional producers who may be willing to offer
these animals for a minimal rental fee,; animals that then could be used for grazing
projects.
Case study #2 – Large scale service-grazing business, third party involvement
An industry-scale solar farm with the ability to provide power throughout the
western US, relies upon an environmental consulting firm to mitigate environmental
impacts. This site was chosen for closer study because of the unique arrangement
between the sheep producer and the manager of the land he grazes. This solar farm,
required to create wildlife habitat and maintain kit fox and burrowing owl habitat within
and around the facility, relies upon a consulting firm to employ a sheep producer to graze
5,000 head of sheep under the solar panels. The sheep operator has little to no contact
with the solar farm owners and operators, but relies solely on the consulting firm as a gobetween, allowing him to focus on the operation and reduce the operator’s time spent
negotiating specifics of the grazing arrangement. This arrangement reduces the need for
the solar farm to use herbicides to control grass growth under the panels. Sheep also
create a beneficial habitat for kit fox and burrowing owl, which thrive when forage is
short. Sheep are grazed on site during the growing season, from March through
September. Although the solar farm initially planned to purchase and manage its own
flocks of sheep, personnel lacked both the knowledge to manage a sheep flock and the
necessary pasture to house the flock for the non-growing season. A local producer proved
to be a good partner with the solar farm, also saving the farm expenditures in the form of
herbicide application or mowing.
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Unusually for a large sheep operation, the flocks grazing the solar farm cannot
have livestock guardian dogs for predator protection due to possible predation of
endangered species on the property. Shepherds staying with the flocks can use dogs for
herding, but they must be confined except when flocks are being moved.
Before allowing sheep on site, the solar farm required the consultant to conduct
experiments to prove that animals would not chew on cables. During these experiments,
sheep were observed rubbing on solar panels, but there was no damage reported as a
result of this contact.
Because the site is off-limits to the public and thus far free from predator issues,
all animal care, breeding, lambing, and shearing occurs on site. There is no fear of the
public inadvertently encountering dead or diseased animals (or what they believe to be
diseased or possibly mistreated animals) and therefore gaining a negative opinion of the
grazing operation. However, there are some locals who are opposed to the placement of
the solar farm within endangered species habitat, regardless of mitigation attempts by
solar farm employees, who may disapprove of the local sheep producer’s affiliation with
the solar farm.
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DISCUSSION
The survey resulted in some commonalities among the producers surveyed being
observed. While the average age of sheep and goat producers in the United States is 57
years old, 72 percent of surveyed producers providing grazing services were below the
age of 60. This suggests that grazing providers tend to be younger than most sheep
producers. The gender of surveyed respondents responsible for operating service-grazing
businesses was skewed more towards females than the average United States sheep or
goat producer (45%, as opposed to 27%) (USDA 2014). The majority of employees being
composed of male employees of Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin may reflect the long
tradition of hiring temporary workers from traditionally sheep-dominated South
American countries so as Peru. However, this assumption cannot be confirmed as the
survey did not ask whether employees of Hispanic origin were native to the United
States.
The producers surveyed come from a variety of different backgrounds, including
those focused on marketing and sales, and are generally highly educated. Some degree of
sampling bias might have impacted these results, as the survey was primarily
disseminated through government agencies and university personal. Still, this finding is
in stark contrast to the average American farmer, of which only 28% are college
graduates and only 8% have a post-graduate degree (Scott 2015). Service-grazers are also
generally not generational farmers. This trend raises several questions which warrant
further study: Are non-generational, highly educated farmers more likely to expand their
existing operations to offer grazing services? Or are there many service-grazers entering
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into the livestock business as new college graduate or second career producers with the
sole intention of providing grazing services?
The producers surveyed graze more goats than sheep, aligning with the increased
flexibility of goat-grazing preferences, and most own or rent smaller areas of land than
would be required to maintain their herds year-round. Producers cited a variety of costs
and issues inherent in their businesses but also exhibited many commonalities in their
answers to these open-ended questions. Perhaps the variation of shared commonalities of
these responses would be the norm in any newly emerging business or endeavor. That
does not diminish the need of continued study.
Several questions included in the survey sought to examine the prevalence of
producers providing grazing services who did not do so as their sole source of income.
The high prevalence of respondents dependent on off-farm income sources reflects a
current trend in United States agriculture, with 82% of 2019 income in farm households
coming from off-farm sources (Radke 2020). One finding that bears more investigation is
how survey respondents claiming 100% off-farm income are compensated for providing
grazing services. It is likely that these producers trade their grazing services for feed in
the form of grazed forage. If there was opportunity to ask follow-up questions of these
producers, it would be interesting to investigate the economic feasibility of such an
arrangement. As land ownership in the United States, especially California, becomes
cost-prohibitive for many livestock producers, the ability to graze acres not rented or
owned may prove essential in future for the survival of many sheep and goat operations.
I theorized that producers providing grazing services may need to adapt by ceding
some decision-making responsibility to clients. This prediction is challenged by the fact
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that all survey respondents reported that they retained sole decision-making power in
their operations. This response was not supported by my anecdotal experience or by the
case studies. Again, it would be worthwhile to further investigate all aspects of the
decision-making process by also surveying clients to obtain their perspective on how
much control they exert over day-to-day operations.
Most livestock operators in the United States report feed as their highest overall
cost (Lawrence 2020). Most surveyed service grazers, however, reported labor and
transportation as their highest cost. These findings represent unique costs to grazing
service operations, which often require on-site labor at all times and frequent animal
moves between non-contiguous areas of land, i.e. different jobsites. Few respondents
reported contracting out job duties, suggesting that many service-grazers employ small
numbers of employees who work extended amounts of time.
Ultimately, it has proved difficult to establish universal commonalities with this
data set among grazing service providers for several reasons. It does appear that
producers who have provided grazing services have needed to adapt their enterprises
from the conventional livestock operation model - one confined to a fixed site, outfitted
with dependable infrastructure, and focused on providing livestock with the cheapest feed
to produce the maximum quality of output. An enterprise focused on providing grazing
services is one that is constantly moving from site to site with a wide range of
infrastructure types and qualities, focused on maximizing inputs of potentially lowquality feed while maintaining animal health and production. However, the pool of
survey responses was not great enough to generalize about an entire population of
service-grazers.
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Although great care and effort was taken to assure the most wide-ranging
distribution of this survey as possible, there was still a disappointing number of
responses. In retrospect, although the email language included with the survey clearly
expressed that all sheep and goat producers were invited to fill out the survey, the actual
title of the survey specifically referencing service-grazing may have deterred respondents
not involved in the practice from participating in the survey. The initial intent was to
contact producers solely through industry professionals who had personal relationships
with producers, thus increasing the likelihood that a producer would complete the survey.
In the researcher’s experience, farmers and ranchers are less likely to complete survey
requests coming from an unknown source such as a university student. When the survey
initially garnered only 20 responses, the decision was made to mass-mail the survey link
to known service-grazing providers in an effort to increase response rate.
The online survey was intended to capture data from both sheep and goat
producers who are, and are not, involved in providing grazing services. However, only
five producers of the 34 who responded to the survey were not involved in providing
grazing services. As a consequence, the comparison between the two enterprise types was
not viable as originally envisioned. Responses from those five respondents were omitted
from the subsequent analysis, which shifted focus to the demographics and
commonalities of managers of service-grazing enterprises. Additionally, four of the total
29 respondents only completed several of the survey questions before abandoning the
survey, leaving 25 analyzable respondents. It is unknown how many livestock producers
in the Western United States are currently performing grazing services, but this small
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number indicates a non-representative sample size, especially given the large scope of the
research.
Due to the open-ended nature of many of the questions on the online survey, it
was necessary to clean the data before analysis. In multiple cases, respondents entered
non-numerical values when answering qualitative questions (for example, the word
“three” instead of “3”). In retrospect, and as a lesson for future researchers, this difficulty
in analysis could have been avoided by including more drop-down windows containing
numerical values in the survey design. The main task necessitated by the survey design
was to categorically assign open-ended responses, when possible. For example, the
answers to the open-ended question regarding prior occupation necessitated
recategorization into one of 6 categories. These categories were dictated by the openended answers to the question. Thus, answers such as “cowboy ranch manager,”
“farmer,” and “generational rancher” could be—and were—all grouped under the
category “farmer/rancher.” The full text of all original survey responses can be found in
the appendix, along with categorical assignments for easier analysis. Initially, it was
thought that the approach taken in this study seemed necessary due to the shortage of
published material about businesses providing grazing services. It seemed important to
gather large amounts of demographic information to ascertain the foundational
underlying background data so necessary to an understanding of current industry
practices in providing grazing services. However, the process of gathering this
demographic information and using it to paint a picture of the current state of the servicegrazing industry could have easily comprised a project by itself: a project that in
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hindsight may be more suited to long-term study, perhaps, than it is to a short-term thesis
project seeking to disprove a null hypothesis.
This does not mean that the information collected as a result of this project is not
useful. In particular, I believe the questions included in the survey are questions that need
to be asked before service-grazing can be considered as a large-scale. For example, finefuel reduction and private and public land management issues in the face of widespread
and frequent wildfires California and many other Western states are important issues.
Before recommending that state funds be devoted to employing grazing as a viable tool
for fire risk reduction, we must first know the capacity of service-grazers in the state: the
scale and economics of their operations, willingness to cooperate with state agencies, etc.
As far as I have been able to discover, this information has only been documented
anecdotally in the past and not with any kind of scientific rigor. Those contacts in the
industry I worked with evidenced a great deal of interest in the study and were
universally supportive that further study be conducted in the area. It is hoped that the
survey design and the information collected as a result, as well as the contacts furthered
with practitioners and those studying this newly-emerging industry, will prove useful as a
jumping-off point for future refined data collection and continued future study. Although
the scope of this study in its present form proved too large to draw any definite
conclusions, it lays the groundwork for a number of future studies that can build upon
and explore the ramifications of the data collected and the responses to the open-ended
questions posed here.
As a refinement on the methodology used to collect demographic information
about grazing service operations in the Western United States, I would recommend that
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future efforts concentrate on streamlining the survey to limit information collected to that
concerning business operations. In addition, the section of the survey concerning barriers
to success with the industry should be confined to its own follow-up survey. Probably the
greatest lesson to be learned from the structure of the survey as initially designed and
conducted is that it was too lengthy and cumbersome. In its focus on attempting to collect
the maximum amount of data, the study may have had the inadvertent effect of limiting
the number of probable respondents as well as impacting the quality and thoughtfulness
of responses from respondents who were trying to finish the survey quickly. Although
this result could have been predicted and although warnings were given, in deference to
the industry professionals who assisted me with the survey’s design the study was
constructed in a manner consistent with an attempt to gather information of particular
interest to these professionals instead of choosing to focus on collecting a small amount
of more specific information. This, again, widened the scope of the research to the point
that no statistical conclusions could be drawn from the limited amount of responses to the
survey.
The average completion time of the survey was 31 minutes. Better results may
have been obtained if the survey had been shorter and more concise, and if more time and
effort had been redirected from other tasks to administering the survey by phone or in
person. This level of oversight would have allowed me to place greater focus on ensuring
that the survey represented a diverse group of participants and may have promoted more
thoughtfulness in my respondents’ answers than could ordinarily be expected from an
anonymous internet survey. On the other hand, perhaps respondents would have been less
forthcoming in their answers when responding to the survey questions over the phone or
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in person. That methodology probably would have allowed me to better assess, however,
whether a lack of response was due to some reticence to answer or a desire to skip though
a lengthy survey. Again in hindsight, although this approach would have most likely
lessened the amount of time necessary to comb though survey responses, it may have led
to the unwelcome discovery that approximately one-third of the survey responses were
not viable due to a failure to complete the survey.
I primarily relied upon government agencies and university associates to
disseminate the survey, assuming that farmers and ranchers would be less likely to
respond to a survey request from a student (and one they did not know, to boot) with
limited clout in the industry. However, this approach allowed me less opportunity to
repeatably push for completion of the survey within the allotted time window. Focusing
my survey dissemination on the contacts known by government agencies and universities
may have led to respondent bias as this strategy limited the reach of my survey to the
more highly educated. I also did not receive conformation from many of these
professionals as to whether that they had disseminated the survey, and, if so, to how
many contacts. A better approach, while it may have had the disadvantageous
consequence of lessening contacts with, and the involvement of industry professionals in
the study, may have been to spend more time compiling a list of grazing-service
providers and targeting those providers directly with multiple emails and calls. Some lists
of this type do exist, but they are often incomplete and out-of-date. Again, the
compilation of this list is its own project in and of itself. Indeed, industry professionals
expressed great interest in compiling such a list, but the list must be maintained once it is
completed to keep it up-to-date. I sought to contribute to the formation of such a list by
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including a link to a page maintained by Dr. Stephanie Larsen. It could be that compiling
a complete, accurate list of producers providing grazing services should be the first step
in a project whose final goal is to collect more detailed operational specifics.
The intended goal of the in-person, in-depth case study aspect of my project was
to expand upon the information collected though the survey in a more detailed way, to
“add important information” to the project. I was able to complete two in-depth
interviews (formal and tape-recorded) and a number of other interviews with servicegrazing providers in informal settings (by phone or at conferences/workshops). Although
worthwhile and very informative, perhaps this facet of the project should have been
shelved to spend more time on conducting surveys by phone or sharpening the focus of
my site visits on a more specific aspect of the service-grazing business. The selected
subjects were also selected through convenience sampling, which impacted the
diversification of my results. Selecting one producer grazing solar farms, one grazing
public lands for invasive weed control, and others grazing in vineyards, while extremely
interesting and leading to new questions concerning the possible commercial viability of
those providing grazing services in new and emerging markets, did not allow me to use
these interview experiences to draw any comparisons between the operations. It may
have been more profitable for the narrow purposes of this study to seek out, for example,
several operations that had fully transitioned from sheep and goat production to providing
grazing services, or operations that were maintaining their meat and fiber operations
while also providing grazing services.
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To put these survey results into context, I attended a conference focused on
connecting potential service-grazers and vineyard managers (Ovines in the Vines)
illustrated many of the conflicts inherent in relying upon established sheep and goat
grazers to provide grazing services by expanding their existing businesses. Throughout
the conference, producers again and again demonstrated a strong interest in more
production-focused questions. Producers were concerned about the adverse effects of
service-grazing upon wool quality, as many land managers request grazing in previously
ungrazed and overgrown plots containing large amounts of mature weeds with burs and
stickers that easily adhere to wool and fiber. Similarly, producers were worried about the
low quality of forage in many areas requiring grazing services, and potential negative
effects on animal growth and reproduction. Service-grazing experts present attempted to
redirect the conversation to focusing more on the “service” aspect of service-grazing,
with one producer comparing his animals more to lawnmowers and weedeaters than to
products in and of themselves. He suggested that, in order to be profitable in the servicegrazing business, a producer must sacrifice animal production and, in some cases, the
health of the animals themselves. Although this way of thinking may seem obvious to
non-livestock producers, it may prove difficult for generational sheep and goat farmers to
adapt themselves to this way of thinking.
The survey tool was meant to capture the essential operational characteristics of
service-grazing enterprises and how they differ from traditional livestock production
enterprises. To those ends it included questions like, “What denotes a successful servicegrazing operation?” “What are the demographics of businesses providing grazing services
and clients requesting grazing services?” and "What challenges do they face in providing
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grazing services?” Although the study attempted to collect a wider swath of information,
the lesson learned from detailed study of the industry and by the responses to the survey
received is that a crucial question that needs to be asked is in any future study is: “Can an
existing sheep or goat operation, which has historically been focused mainly on
production, supplement its existing business with a grazing operation focused on
providing grazing as a service?”
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CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate the demographics and business
practices of producers providing grazing services, to ultimately discover whether, in
order to be successful within a service-based grazing operation, sheep and goat producers
will need to alter their current business models or practices. My findings, while not
statistically significant due to small sample size, do support some commonalities among
successful service-grazers that set them apart from the average livestock producers.
However, the novelty of the service-grazing business and the large variation in operation
demographics make it difficult to establish clear instructions for livestock producers
attempting to be successful service-grazers.
I was able to glean observations from these more informal discussions that
may provide a good basis for further research projects, however. I have observed an
overwhelming inability amongst those working in the area to divorce the process of
providing effective grazing services from the desire to produce the highest quantity of
high-quality meat or fiber products. This is unsurprising given that these production goals
have primarily informed animal production agriculture in the United States for as long as
it has existed as a country. Even as there has been increased focus on more
environmentally- and community-friendly agriculture, farmers and ranchers have been
loath to allow changes in policy to negatively affect the final quality of their animalbased products. Especially among sheep and goat producers who wish to provide grazing
services as a supplementary endeavor of already existing production-based businesses,
there is a potentially detrimental focus on how to maintain current production goals while
also engaging in the service-grazing industry. In addition, those goals most often the

53

focus of a production-based business are often at odds with the desire to use sheep and
goats to manage lower-quality lands, often covered with more mature and less nutritious
forage. Is it possible or feasible for a producer to be able to provide high quality servicegrazing while producing a high-quality meat or fiber product? Is the nutritional quality
yielded by most land where service-grazing is requested high enough to maintain
growing and/or reproducing animals? Do those lands contain too many noxious weeds
containing burs that will negatively impact wool quality to the point where its production
is not economically viable? Are these even the questions that practitioners of servicegrazing should be focusing on answering, given that many producers with experience in
the practice agree that the most effective way to undertake a service-grazing project is by
using non-growing, non-reproducing animals such as castrated wethers or dry, mature
females – animals that can survive on the lowest-quality forages? Producers have noted
the difficulty in adapting animals that have been bred primarily for growth in typical
production environments to success within service-grazing operations. These livestock
have not been bred for their ability to consume large amounts of low-quality forage and
survive in a variety of harsh environments, without medical intervention and high-quality
housing.
Hopefully, my experience in carrying out this survey will provide a road map for
many smaller, more focused, successful studies in the future.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE PROGRESS
For those wishing to build on what has been learned from this project, I would
recommend splitting future work into two parts, each of which could encompass its own
thesis project: one project could be a senior project involving compiling an accurate and
up-to-date list of producers providing grazing services, with detailed demographic
information and specific characteristics of each operation; and a second thesis project
could question those producers as to the feasibility of transitioning, in whole or in part,
from a production-based operation to one providing grazing services.
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SURVEY QUESTIONS

Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT:
“Barriers to Successful Service-grazing by Sheep and Goat Producers”

This form asks for your agreement to participate in a research project on service-grazing by
sheep and goat producers. Your participation involves taking a survey, and it is expected that it
will take approximately 30-40 minutes. There are no risks anticipated with your participation.
Sheep and goat producers may benefit from your participation. If you are interested in
participating, please review the following information:

The purpose of the study is to examine the barriers to success in providing grazing services by
sheep and goat producers. Results from this survey will be made available to industry
organizations, policymakers, educators, and others in order to find ways to reduce barriers to
those attempting to establishing grazing service enterprises, and to develop more supportive
policies, programs, and incentives for the developing grazing service industry.

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a 30-40 minute survey, which will ask
you questions about your experiences with sheep/goat production and with providing grazing
services.

Please be aware that you are not required to participate in this research, refusal to participate
will not involve any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled, and you may
discontinue your participation at any time. You may omit responses to any questions you
choose not to answer. There are no risks anticipated with your participation in this study, as
your survey responses will be collected anonymously.

This research is being conducted by Erin Campbell-Craven, a graduate student in the
Department of Animal Science at Cal Poly, San Luis Obispo. If you have questions regarding this
study or would like to be informed of the results when the study is completed, please contact
Erin Campbell-Craven at ecampb05@calpoly.edu or Dr. Marc Horney at mhorney@calpoly.edu..
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If you have concerns regarding the manner in which the study is conducted, you may contact
Dr. Michael Black, Chair of the Cal Poly Institutional Review Board, at (805) 756-2894,
mblack@calpoly.edu, or Ms. Debbie Hart, Compliance Officer, at (805) 756-1508,
dahart@calpoly.edu.

If you agree to voluntarily participate in this research project as described, please indicate your
agreement by completing the survey. Please keep a copy of this form for your reference, and
thank you for your participation in this research.

Please complete this survey by August 15, 2019.
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
First, please tell us a little about you and your livestock operation.
1. How many years have you been raising livestock?

2. What was your occupational background before you began raising livestock (generational farmer/rancher, business
owner, etc.)?

3. What is your highest educational attainment?
high school
some college
college graduate
post-graduate degree

4. Approximately how many sheep do you have in this enterprise?
0
<50
50-100
101-200
201-500
>500

5. Approximately, what percentage of your sheep flock is made up of the following?
Rams

Mature ewes

Replacement ewes

Wethers
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6. Approximately how many goats do you have in this enterprise?
0
<50
50-100
101-200
201-500
>500

7. Approximately, what percentage of your goat herd is made up of the following?
Bucks

Mature does

Replacement does

Wethers

8. What percentage of your income comes from non-ranch sources?

9. What percentage of your total annual income (including ranch and non-ranch income) comes from the sale of these
livestock products?
Wool / Fiber

Meat

Breeding stock

Grazing services

Other (Please specify)

10. Rank the five highest expense categories in your livestock enterprise from highest to lowest (such as employee
salaries, employee benefits, animal health, supplementary feed, account administration, transportation, etc.).
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
The rest of this survey will be focused only on sheep and goat grazing. As you fill in the questions,
please only answer as it applies to your sheep flocks and/or goat herds.
11. Which breeds do you raise?

12. How many total acres do you own or rent that is used for raising livestock?

13. About how many acres (not rented or owned) did you graze last year?

14. How many acres (not rented or owned) do you expect to graze this year?
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15. If you graze within the state of California, in which counties do you graze livestock?
Alameda

Placer Plumas

Alpine

Riverside

Amador Butte

Sacramento

Calaveras

San Benito

Colusa Contra

San Bernadino

Costa Del

San Diego

Norte
San Francisco
El Dorado

San Joaquin

Fresno
San Luis Obispo
Glenn
San Mateo
Humboldt
Santa Barbara

Imperial

Santa Clara

Inyo

Santa Cruz

Kern
Kings

Shasta

Lake

Sierra

Lassen

Siskiyou

Los Angeles

Solano

Madera

Sonoma

Marin

Stanislaus

Mariposa

Sutter

Mendocino

Tehama

Merced

Trinity

Modoc Mono

Tulare

Monterey

Tuolumne

Napa Nevada

Ventura Yolo

Orange

Yuba
I do not graze animals in California
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16. Do you use any of the following for predator control? (Please mark all that apply)
Dogs

Other guard animals
Fencing/Containment
Herders

None
Other, such as lighting, sound, trapping, shooting (please specify)

17. Which of the following most closely represents how you check on your animals? (Check all that apply.)
I hire someone to stay with my animals I

I check on my animals several times a day

check on my animals once a day

I check on my animals several times a day and several times at night

I check on my animals once at night

18. Do you make all decisions about predator control, amount of supervision, and animal health and upkeep?
Yes
No

19. If you answered no to the above, how are these decisions influenced by others? (Please explain.)

20. Where do you usually perform animal health and upkeep tasks such as doctoring, handling, shearing, etc? (e.g. onsite at a grazing project or at the home ranch, wherever required, etc.)

21. How far are you willing to haul livestock to sell or provide grazing services at your usual levels of
compensation?
< 60 miles
60-100 miles
100-200 miles
> 200 miles
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22. On average, what percentage of the time spent managing your operation goes to the following?
Marketing
Communication with
customers or clients

Animal husbandry

Repairs/maintenance

Other (please specify)

23. Do you contract out any of these? (Check all that apply).
Marketing

Communication with customers or clients Animal
husbandry

Repairs/maintenance Other
(please specify)

Over the last five years --

24. Has your livestock enterprise faced any labor shortages? Please explain.

25. Has your livestock enterprise had any liability issues? Please explain.

26. Please describe any other major issues, if any, you've faced in your livestock operation?

27. Since you began raising livestock, how have you made changes in any of the following? (Check all that apply.)
The species you are grazing

The breeds you are grazing

The age classes of animal you are grazing
The livestock products you market, besides grazing as a service

68

28. Are you considering making changes in any of these areas, and why?
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
For the purposes of this survey, I am defining a “grazing service” enterprise as one where a livestock
manager uses his/her animals to accomplish some clearly identified land management purpose
beyond simply providing forage for the livestock. This is done for someone else in return for
something of value to the livestock manager (direct payment, use of forage, etc.) on land that they do
not rent or own. These purposes could include things like reducing fuels accumulations, suppressing
invasive weeds, improving habitat quality for wildlife, etc.).
29. Do you think the definition of “grazing service” given above describes something that you do with your
livestock grazing enterprise?
Yes
No
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
For the purposes of this survey, I am defining a “grazing service” enterprise as one where a livestock
manager uses his/her animals to accomplish some clearly identified land management purpose
beyond simply providing forage for the livestock. This is done for someone else in return for
something of value to the livestock manager (direct payment, use of forage, etc.) on land that they do
not rent or own. These purposes could include things like reducing fuels accumulations, suppressing
invasive weeds, improving habitat quality for wildlife, etc.).
30. Have you ever had occasions to provide a “grazing service” of any kind, as described above?
Yes
No

31. How many times have you provided such services in the last five years?
Never
Once or twice
Three or four times
Five times or more

32. Would you be interested in doing more grazing service projects than you have so far?
Yes
No
Unsure (please explain)

33. Would you be interested in furthering your education in regards to the business of service-grazing, and, if so, about
which topics would you like to become better informed?
No
Yes
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
34. How do you charge for providing grazing services?
set price per day set
price per acre set
price per animal

Some combination of the above / Other (please explain)

35. Do you have a standard fee rate?
Yes
No

36. If you have a standard fee rate, what is it, approximately?

37. Do you ever lease animals to complete projects that exceed the capabilities of your own flock/herd?
Yes
No

38. Do you maintain acreage of your own for overwintering, birthing, breeding, etc? If you do, approximately how
much?

39. How your revenue that comes from service-grazing increased or decreased by more than 15% since you began
providing these services?
Increased by more than 15%
Decreased by more than 15%
Neither
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40. Please rank the following from most common to least common client type.
´

federal/state government organizations

´

cities/counties

´

homeowner's associations

´

private businesses

´

private landowners

41. What are the most common reasons that your clients request grazing services? (Check all that apply.)
Brush-clearing

Fuels management

Wildlife habitat promotion
Weed management

Other (please specify)

42. What proportion of your clients have been repeat customers?
< 10%
10-25%
26-50%
51-75%
> 75%
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43. Please mark all of the following that relate to your business. For your repeat customers, do you most often:
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Frequently expand or move to new areas

Graze for new/different land management objectives All of
the above / It varies by client

44. On first contact, what percentage of your clients are sufficiently well-informed enough about grazing practices
to have a clear idea of their land management objectives for a grazing project?

45. When setting up a new agreement, how much time do you typically spend counseling new clients about what
objectives are appropriate for grazing operations?
Less than 30 minutes
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Over an hour

46. How do you document progress toward land management objectives for your clients?

47. Have you ever refused to provide grazing services?
Yes
No

48. If so, why have you refused to provide grazing services?

49. At what stages of the project have you refused grazing services? (Check all that apply.)
Before providing services

Midway through providing services
Requests for repeated services Other
(please explain)
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50. What are the main constraints of your operation that might prevent you from taking on a project providing grazing
services?
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51. Do you think that an industry-sponsored certification for service grazers would be of any benefit to those offering
these services or to their clients?
Yes
No
Unsure (please explain)

52. Do you think that the business of service-grazing would benefit or suffer from increased competition, and why?

53. Are they any other observations on the business of raising livestock or service-grazing that you would like to share?
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Copy of Barriers to successful service-grazing by sheep and goat producers
The following demographic questions pertain to not only you, but also to your business partners or
employees. If you feel comfortable doing so, please provide demographic information for all members
of your contract-grazing business. This information will be used to form an overall picture of the
demographics of sheep and goat operations throughout the state of California and will not be tied in
any publishable way to your name or to the name of your business.
Business partners / Others with primary decision-making responsibilities

54. How many business partners of each age range are currently operating your business?
Under 20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

70 and over

55. How many business partners of each gender are currently operating your business?
Female

Male

Other/non-conforming

56. How many business partners of Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin are currently operating your business?

Enterprise employees
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57. How many employees of each age are currently working within your business?
Under 20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-69

Over 70

58. How many employees of each gender are currently working within your business?
Female

Male

Other/non-conforming

59. How many employees of Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin are currently working within your
business?

1)
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SURVEY RESULTS (RAW DATA)
1) How many years have you been raising livestock? (Open-ended response)

Response
2
3
4
5
5

Categorization
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5
1-5

6
6
7
8
8
8

6-10
6-10
6-10
6-10
6-10
6-10

10
10
12
13
17
17

6-10
6-10
11-15
11-15
16-20
16-20

28
28
30
36
40
45

26-30
26-30
26-30
36-40
36-40
41-45

50
50

46-50
46-50
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2) What was your occupational background before you began raising livestock (generational
farmer/rancher, business owner, etc.)? (Open-ended response)

Response
Range Management Specialist with NRCS
Department of Ag Biologist

Categorization
Agricultural professional
Agricultural professional

Business owner
Business owner - IT - HR
Generational farmer/rancher; military
Cowboy ranch manager
4-Her hobby farm/ husband gen. rancher
Farmer

Business owner
Business owner
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher

market gardener
Generational rancher
farmer's market vendor
MBA grad student/rancher
Generational rancher
Generational rancher, environmental consultant,
rangeland ecologist
Military and Finance
County Employee

Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher
Farmer/rancher

Non-profit sector
law enforcement and private business
Carpenter
Contractor
Public service
Lobbyist

Industry professional
Industry professional
Industry professional
Industry professional
Industry professional
Industry professional

high climber
Various
Marketing Professional

Not given
Not given
Sales/marketing

Farmer/rancher
Industry professional
Industry professional
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3) What is your highest educational attainment?

Response
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
college graduate
high school
high school
high school
post-graduate degree
post-graduate degree
post-graduate degree
post-graduate degree
post-graduate degree
post-graduate degree
some college
some college
some college
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4) Approximately how many sheep do you have in this enterprise?

Response
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
<50
<50
<50
50-100
101-200
101-200
101-200
>500
>500
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5) Approximately, what percentage of your sheep flock is made up of the following? (Open-ended
response)
Rams
0
0
0
0
0

Mature ewes
0
0
0
0
0

Replacement ewes
0
0
0
0
0

Wethers
100
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
3

0
0
0
0
0
4

0
0
0
0
0
2

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
1
1.62
2
2.6
3

0
35
60.85
80
97.4
97

0
29
20.28
16
0
0

0
35
17.24
2
0
0

4.76
14

76.19
29

19.05
11

0
35
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6) Approximately how many goats do you have in this enterprise?

Response
0
0
0
0
<50
<50
<50
<50
50-100
50-100
50-100
101-200
101-200
101-200
101-200
201-500
201-500
>500
>500
>500
>500
>500
>500
>500
>500
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7) Approximately, what percentage of your goat herd is made up of the following? (Open-ended
response)

Bucks

Mature does

Replacement does

Wethers

0
0
0
0
0
0

100
0
0
50
60
0

0
0
0
25
0
0

0
0
0
25
40
0

0
0.95
1
2
2
2

0
38.1
33
68
6
35

0
38.1
33
20
32
28

0
22.86
33
0
60
35

2.44
3.08
3.85
4.26
4.35
5

24.39
69.23
96.15
66.49
13.04
60

12.2
18.46
0
21.28
30.43
10

60.98
9.23
0
7.98
52.17
25

5
5
5
5
25
26.67

70
45
34
65
50
33.33

15
30
17
15
25
20

10
20
43
15
0
20

32.5

30

17.5

20
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8) What percentage of your income comes from non-ranch sources? (Open-Ended Response)

Response
How do you define this? I rent the sheep out, so this income is not exactly a ranch source.
No answer
0
0
0
0
0
5
10
20
20
25
25
50
50
50
60
75
90
90
90
95
99
100
100
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9) What percentage of your total annual income (including ranch and non-ranch income) comes from the
sale of these livestock products?

Wool / Fiber

Meat

Breeding
stock

Grazing
services

5

15

80

10
10

80
40
80
4

10
50- wife's job in town
1 (soap, educational outreach)
50 Animal Education / Petting Zoos / Animal
Therapy.
2 day work & horse sales

50
98
35
100

10

5

2

5

25

15

0

50

5

90
60
2
1
45

0
0
0
0
0
0

100
0
soon
0
35
10

0
10
0
5
1

100
80
0
60
0

1
3

1
87

1
10

97
0

55

0

0

15

Other (Please specify)
non of your business

Three - professional consultation

Weaned calves and lambs - 49

10 consulting
0

Consulting and research for nonprofits and
businesses 30
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10) Rank the five highest expense categories in your livestock enterprise from highest to lowest (such as
employee salaries, employee benefits, animal health, supplementary feed, account administration,
transportation, etc.). (Open-Ended Response)

Response
Animal heath, production equipment, supplementary minerals, transportation
Employee Salary, transportation, animal health, feed, insurance
Employee, new animal cost, fencing, winter hay, fuel
Employees, feed, transportation, animal health, account adm.
Equipment, supplementary feed, animal health (includes shearing), transportation, supplies
Equipment/fencing, feed, employee wages,
Feed, animal health, machinery maintenance, irrigation inputs, genetics
Feed, trailer, electric fencing, vet care, supplies
Fencing, Equipment, Transportation, Hay, Minerals
Fuel, vehicle maintenance, horse expenses, mineral, supplemental feed
Labor, trucking ,leases, insurance, supplementary feed
Land rent -1, Feed -2, vehicle -3, equipment -4, taxes -5
My salery, supplementary feed
Pasture/land, labor, insurance, fuel, feed
pay my own salary, animal health, transportation, insurance, under the table labor as needed
Salaries, benefits, feed, insurance, equipment
Salaries, fuel, vehicles, food, supplies
Supplemental feed, health, equipment
Supplemental feed, pasture rent, veterinary expense, livestock guardian dogs, shearing
Supplementary feed (winter hay), animal health, land/housing
Supplies, fuel, Insurance, payroll, feed
transportation insurance hay health bribes
Transportation, fencing purchases, insurance premiums, labor, supplements
Winter Feed, Animal Supplies, Animal Health, Administration, Marketing
Worker’s Comp., salary, insurance, transportation, supplemental feed

88

11) Which breeds do you raise? (Open-Ended Response)
Response
Blackface/Dorset
Boer
Boer & Kiko
Boer Goats ,white Dorper sheep
Boer, boer cross, kiko, spanish cross
Boer/Kiko
Bore and bore mix
Cashmere Kiko/spanish
Cheviot, Shropshire, cheviot mules
Dorper
Goats
hair lambs, kiko goats
I started with a mixture of dairy breeds and I am crossing them all with Kiko bucks and will
continue focussing on Kiko genetics.
Katadan sheep & boer cross goats
kiko goats
Kikos, American Cashmere, Myotonic
Lamancha, nubian, oberhasli
Mixed Boer, Mixed Spanish, Kiko
Mixed: (deliberately mixed Saanen, Nigerian, pygmy, kiko) and Oberhasli.
Nigerian dwarf
Nubians
Ouessant
Spanish
Spanish goats & Barbados cross sheep
Spanish, Boer, Angora, Alpine . . . jacobs sheep
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12) How many total acres do you own or rent that is used for raising livestock? (Open-Ended Response)
Response
0, my herd stays on projects year round
0
2.5
5
5
5 own/ rent 20+
9
10
10
16
25
30, but they spend 10.5 months a year grazing for hire elsewhere
37
40
50
50
80
100
100
100
220
500
2000
2000
10,000 to 15,000 acres
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13) About how many acres (not rented or owned) did you graze last year? (Open-Ended Response)
Response
all were backyards
1st year in business, approximately 20 acres so far in 2019
2
2
15
15
20
25
40+
50
50
60
75
80
80
150
160
200
250
300
1200
4500
12,000
20,000
20,000 more or less
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14) How many acres (not rented or owned) do you expect to graze this year? (Open-Ended Response)
Response
unknown
About the same
5
9
15
20
20
70
75
75
75
80
80
93
around 100 acres in 2019
100
100
150
160
300
400
800
3500
13500
30,000
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15) If you graze within the state of California, in which counties do you graze livestock?

Alameda
3
Contra Costa
2
Imperial
0
Los Angeles
1
Modoc
0
Placer
1

Alpine
0
Del Norte
0
Inyo
0
Madera
1
Mono
0
Plumas
0

Amador
0
El Dorado
0
Kern
0
Marin
3
Monterey
4
Riverside
0

San Diego
0
Santa Clara
3
Sonoma
3
Tuolumne
1

San Francisco
2
Santa Cruz
4
Stanislaus
0
Ventura
2

San Joaquin
0
Shasta
0
Sutter
1
Yolo
0

Butte
1
Fresno
1
Kings
0
Mariposa
0
Napa
2
Sacramento
1
San Luis
Obispo
1
Sierra
0
Tehama
1
Yuba
0
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Calaveras
0
Glenn
0
Lake
0
Mendocino
1
Nevada
0
San Benito
2

Colusa
0
Humboldt
0
Lassen
1
Merced
0
Orange
0
San Bernadino
0

San Mateo Santa Barbara
2
2
Siskiyou
Solano
0
2
Trinity
Tulare
0
0
I do not graze animals in California
6

16) Do you use any of the following for predator control? (Please mark all that apply)

Dogs

Other guard
animals
Other guard
animals

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

Herders

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

None

Other, such as lighting, sound,
trapping, shooting (please specify)

motion lighting
Our main risk (by far) are AG
oriented teens. We use signage,
cameras, recordings, night time
visits, sleep hammocks on site.
I sleep with the herd

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

Nite guards and motion lights
Frequent paddock moves
Herders

Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs
Dogs

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

Dogs

Fencing/Containment

Herders

Herders
Herders
Herders

Fencing/Containment
Fencing/Containment

Herders

Lighting, shotgun
Flashing iights

Predator light
Foxlight
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17) Which of the following most closely represents how you check on your animals? (Check all that
apply.)
I hire someone to
stay with my
animals

I check on my
animals once a
day

I check on my
animals once at
night

I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day

I check on my
animals several
times a day

I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several times a day

I check on my animals several times a day
I check on my animals several times a day

I check on my
animals once a
day

I check on my
animals once at
night

I check on my
animals several
times a day

I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several times a day

I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several times a day
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals several
times a day and several times
at night
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day
I check on my animals once a day
I hire someone to stay with my animals
I hire someone to stay with my animals
I hire someone to stay with my animals
I hire someone to stay with my animals
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I check on my animals several times a day

18) Do you make all decisions about predator control, amount of supervision, and animal health and
upkeep?
Response
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

19) If you answered no to the above, how are these decisions influenced by others? (Please explain.)
(Open-ended response)
Response
Mutual decision making with business partner
N/A
N/A
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20) Where do you usually perform animal health and upkeep tasks such as doctoring, handling, shearing,
etc? (e.g. on-site at a grazing project or at the home ranch, wherever required, etc.) (Open-ended
response)
Response
most home ranch with some on site grazing project
Home ranch
At the home ranch
At home/barn

Categorization
home ranch
home ranch
home ranch
home ranch

Usually at our home ranch, but we have serviced herds in the field as well
At home or with a mobile vet
Home
At home ranch

home ranch
home ranch
home ranch
home ranch
No answer
on site

On site
At grazing area/haul home to working facilities
Trailer
Our goats are on the move 24/7/365. We have no "buildings". We take care of the
animals where they are... Unless really in bad shape, then we often keep them in our
house.

on site
on site

my herd is always onsite; they have no 'home base'
Wherever required
on site, in the trailer, at the farm on a stanchion
Home ranch and wherever required
home ranch or on site
Wherever required, but generally di maintenance health things prior to main season,
hoof trimming on job sites too, then of course at home
wherever required
Either at the grazing site or home site, wherever they are when upkeep is needed

on site
whereever required
whereever required
whereever required
wherever required

wherever required
Whereever required
Wherever required
Wherever the sheep are

wherever required
wherever required
wherever required
wherever required
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on site

wherever required
wherever required
wherever required

21) How far are you willing to haul livestock to sell or provide grazing services at your usual levels of
compensation?
Response
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
< 60 miles
60-100 miles
60-100 miles
60-100 miles
60-100 miles
60-100 miles
100-200 miles
> 200 miles
> 200 miles
> 200 miles
> 200 miles
> 200 miles
> 200 miles
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22) On average, what percentage of the time spent managing your operation goes to the following? (Openended response)

Marketing

0
0

Communication with
customers or clients

Repairs/
maintenance
30

Other (please specify)

80

Animal
husbandry
70
20

20
20

10
10
60

10
25
20

work
50 - building/removing fence, driving
around checking herds in high traffic
areas
Moving fence line 60, Accounting/Admin
4

0

25

15

10

1

15

15

5

1

1

10

10

2

10

2

20

3
3
3-5

20
30
10

70
45
70

16
22
15

5

30

10

5

5

5
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5
5

13
20

5
50

2
10

5
5
5

5
55
5

60
30
80

5
10
10

5
10
10
10

30
20
30

10
60
30
40

10
10
30
50

15
15

15
15

40
60

10
10
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60 - Grazing management/ fencing
Training 10. Hauling / driving/ tractor
work/40/ phone 14
Transportation moving stock and
equipment to job and pasture locations

Fencing and watering animals on project
– 50
10 - Site set up - mowing, fence
installation
75 - Fence moving. We are BIG believers
in a CLEAR fence line through ANY
conditions to always have 7kW's of power
on the fence for proper management and
protection of the herd. We move each
herd (3, usually) on average of every two
days, year-round.
15 - driving to and from the herd
25 - clearing lines for electric
fencing/bookkeeping

Transportation

20 - Admin and management bookkeeping, record keeping, payroll etc.

23) Do you contract out any of these? (Check all that apply).

Marketing

Communication with
customers or clients

Animal husbandry

Repairs/maintenance

Other (please specify)
no

Repairs/maintenance
Trucking 20%
Animal husbandry
None
I do it all myself hiring day
labor 1 or 2 times a month
Occasional day labor for
clearing lines for fencing
Shearing
Trucking
Animal husbandry
Animal husbandry

Repairs/maintenance
Repairs/maintenance
Repairs/maintenance

Trucking /
None of the above

Communication with customers or clients
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24) Has your livestock enterprise faced any labor shortages? Please explain. (Open-ended response)
Response
Difficulty finding skilled labor and loyal employees at a feasible wage
I cannot yet afford labor as mine is a new enterprise
I had to uave major back surgery, so we basically shut down any grazing for 4 months
i won't hire w** b**** and white people lazy. I have no employees
It is difficult to find others who will truly care for your animals in ones absence
Its just me
More difficult to get qualified workers into the US. Very difficult to find qualiied Americans who actually Want
to work.
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
no, I am too small scale to use labor besides my own
No, keep the herd the size I can manage on my own
No, we have seen more and more problems with lack of experience
Only if you count working 30 hour "days" on occasion....
Some strain- interest from applicants but actual labor disinterests new hires
We use H2a workers
Yes. No labor poop.for professional herders
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25) Has your livestock enterprise had any liability issues? Please explain. (Open-ended response)
Response
clients have been liable for replacing my stock attacked by domestic dogs
Dog bites /auto accidents
Have had animals on hiway but never had one hit. Have had goats in a neighbors pool but not sued.
Landscaping and loose dogs
minor damage to private landscaping no insurance settlements
Never. If the goats are trained so well as to only look at a downed fence, and (essentially) never get out, there are
very little risks with the right signage and rental agreement.
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No, we are diligent about stock placement. Haul home for breeding. Rams stay at home place
Not yet.
Previous owners did, which forced them to sell to us
Trespassing and damages
We have been threatened with eviction if we couldn't keep them within the hot line fencing
Yes
Yes - property damage
Yes, at times the sheep have done some damage to crops or infrastructure at our contracted site. Not a lot.
Yes, landscape damage
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26) Please describe any other major issues, if any, you've faced in your livestock operation? (Open-ended
response)
Response
No answer
animal rights nuts cut fences at night forcing goats into traffic
Being able to fence large areas to be grazed with temporary fence.
CAE
Coccidiosis, enterotoxemia has killed 15 young wethers this year. I believe the diary genetics are not suitable for
brush grazing. Further, goats absconding through their electric net and occasionally getting tangled in it is an
issue that I am dealing with.
Cost of land is 20k++. Hard to expand here
Drought
Employees
Getting people in this part of the country to see goats as a viable management tool and not simply an
uncontrollable livestock bottom-feeder.
Herders leaving without notice
Keeping them contained
Managing feed quality/animal performance on grazing projects, guard dog/neighbor conflicts
Not enough animals to fulfill requests for grazing
Ordinances not allowing goats
parasite control and treatment
People seem to be the biggest obstacle. Well-meaning, but the constant concerns for animal well-being is
exhausting.
Predation. Clumsy and naive landlords.
predators and people feeding animals poisonous plants unaware
Public perception
State of California raising herder wages25 herders will make 100,000
Stupid people wanting to geed our goats at the fenceline. No matter how many signs we put up telling them not
to. And then they contact the police when they get shocked
Theft of live stock
Truck failures, learning curves with diseases
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27) Since you began raising livestock, how have you made changes in any of the following? (Check all
that apply.)
The species you
are grazing

The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing

The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing

The breeds you
are grazing

The species you
are grazing
The species you
are grazing
The species you
are grazing
The species you
are grazing
The species you
are grazing
The species you
are grazing

The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing
The breeds you
are grazing

The age classes of animal
you are grazing

The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service

The age classes of animal
you are grazing

The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service

The age classes of animal
you are grazing

The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service
The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service

The age classes of animal
you are grazing
The age classes of animal
you are grazing
The age classes of animal
you are grazing

The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service
The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service

The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service
The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service

The age classes of animal
you are grazing
The livestock products you market,
besides grazing as a service
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28) Are you considering making changes in any of these areas, and why? (Open-ended response)
Response
By the year 2025 there will be no commercial sheep or goat farms left do to tripling the herders wages
I am crossing all of my does with Kikos to increase their hardiness. I am no longer buying young weather from
dairy operations as they are too susseptible to illness. I plan on adding a meat enterprise next year. I look forward
to providing animal protein from stock that was never fed any agricultural product such as hay, grain, or irrigated
pasture ( low carbon footprint).
I would like to do more paid grazing but would an employee. Curently its a trade for neighbors.
Maybe
Might add sheep back to the operation
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No. We have figured it out after 27 years of running a professional grazing service working in 15 different states
Not currently
We are always shifting... improving processes, but not really changing.
We need to cull CAE goats in the herd so any afflicted will be sent to auction for meat.
We started with too large of goats. Cattle background made me think I needed large bodied animals, but for
prescribed grazing in hot dry high desert conditions, a roughly 90-125 pound mature doe is an ideal size. Hence
more kiko and spanish influence is being introduced to the herd.
We will sell more meat/breeding stock as we grow.
Yes - formothers to understand all that is entailed in the service
yes research and assistance with the university small ruminant vets regarding health concerns
Yes. We are going to continue to add females to be able to provide the grazing service with replacement animals
and to sell meat
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29) Do you think the definition of “grazing service” given above describes something that you do with
your livestock grazing enterprise?
Response
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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30) How do you charge for providing grazing services?
set price
per day

set price
per acre

set price per
animal

Some combination of the above / Other (please explain)
day and number of animals
some projects are bid

set price
per acre
set price
per acre
Every job is different. Some, especially agencies, need to quantify the costs
against what they have based it on in the past ie cost per acre. Others, like
smaller land owners may be more comfortable with a fixed cost per day?
set price per
animal
set price
per acre
set price
per acre
We price together our estimates like Lego blocks. The components come
together to make the whole. Loading fees, transportation fees, fencing (this is
our biggest variable), daily herd(s) rental fee(s) and we offer many extra
services from pulling poison ivy vines to pruning and dropping trees.
set price
per acre

price per week
set price per
animal
It depends on the situation, but most frequently I do a per head per day price.

set price
per acre
set price
per acre
set price
per acre
Usually per acre, but timing and perks provided also are considered
set price
per acre
Currently pur contract also includes housing so we have the ability to be on
site.
Its more trade and feed for my animals.
set price
per acre
set price
per acre
set price
per day

Trade for feed
Trade summer grazing for winter forage
Complexity offsite set up and distance from home
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31) Do you have a standard fee rate?
Response
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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32) If you have a standard fee rate, what is it, approximately? (Open-ended response)

Response
$1365 base fee + per acre charge (varies)
$1400 per week, to increase as my herd grows
$4-$6 per head
$500 per acre
$750/day
0
12cents a day per unit
1500 per acre small 600-1000 larger than 5
1k per acre
Base $500 per acre cleared, high if very steep/obstacles to fencing/heavy growth. $750/1.5 acre minimum
because I have no desire to clear back yards.
Depends on time of year, perks, etc
Hardly standard, but I do say that set ups range from $250-$700 and then average cost per day is $75-100
N/A
N/A - An acre could be less than $75 to more than $2,500. Depends on distance, vegetation type and density,
owner goals, fence line types, number of herds utilized, etc.
non of your business
Usually $2/head/day, plus $75 flat initial transport fee and $75 flat initial site survey
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33) Do you ever lease animals to complete projects that exceed the capabilities of your own flock/herd?
Response
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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34) Do you maintain acreage of your own for overwintering, birthing, breeding, etc? If you do,
approximately how much? (Open-ended response)
Response
0
10,000 acres
100
16ac
2
45
50
500
8
80
I am renting 35 acres this year where I'm currently planting cover crops to grow as stockpiled forage for winter
grazing and spring kidding. We'll see if it is worth it.
N/A
N/A
No
Ours and adjacent neighbors. About 50 actual acres and 35+ stockpiled. No supplemental anything (excluding
minerals) except for when there is snow on the ground.
We r on 2000. I do kid and lamb inside pen
Yes
Yes
yes - 10 acres
Yes, 5 acres I own, then access and usage of another 8 acres.
Yes, rent 37 acres
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35) How your revenue that comes from service-grazing increased or decreased by more than 15% since
you began providing these services?
Response
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by more than 15%
Neither
Neither
Neither
Neither
Neither
Neither
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36) Please rank the following from most common to least common client type.
federal/state
government
organizations

cities/counties

homeowner's
associations
2
1

private businesses

private landowners

3

1

2
1

1

2

1
1

1
1
1
1
2

2
3
2

1
3
4
3

5
5
4

3

5

4

2
4
2
5
2
1

3
3
5
5
5
5

2
1
1
1
1
4

5
4
2
2
4
3

4
5
3
4
3
2

1
2
4
3
2
1

5
5
5

4
4
1

3
3
2

2
2
3

1
1
4
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37) What are the most common reasons that your clients request grazing services? (Check all that apply.)

Brush-clearing

Fuels
management

Wildlife habitat
promotion

Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management

Wildlife habitat
promotion

Brush-clearing

Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing

Wildlife habitat
promotion
Wildlife habitat
promotion

Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing

Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Wildlife habitat
promotion

Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing

Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing
Brush-clearing

Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management
Fuels
management

Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management

Other (please specify)

Novelty. Honestly, I'm sure some hire us
because it is a trendy/evironmental thing

Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management
Weed
management

specifically poison oak

Fertilization, meeting the requirements for
biodynamic certification

Fire clearence to maintain insurance

Wildlife habitat
promotion
Fuels
management
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Weed
management
Weed
management

Stimulate native plant communities through
disturbance

38) What proportion of your clients have been repeat customers?
Response
< 10%
10-25%
10-25%
10-25%
26-50%
26-50%
51-75%
51-75%
51-75%
51-75%
51-75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
> 75%
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39) Please mark all of the following that relate to your business. For your repeat customers, do you most
often:

Generally repeat the work you
had previously done

Frequently expand or
move to new areas

Graze for new/different land
management objectives

All of the above / It
varies by client
All of the above / It
varies by client

Frequently expand or move to new areas
All of the above / It
varies by client
All of the above / It
varies by client
All of the above / It
varies by client
All of the above / It
varies by client
Frequently expand or
move to new areas

Graze for new/different land management objectives
All of the above / It
varies by client

Frequently expand or move to new areas
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Graze for new/different land management objectives
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you Frequently expand or
Graze for new/different land
All of the above / It
had previously done
move to new areas
management objectives
varies by client
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you
had previously done
Frequently expand or move to new areas
Generally repeat the work you
had previously done
Frequently expand or move to new areas
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
Generally repeat the work you had previously done
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40) On first contact, what percentage of your clients are sufficiently well-informed enough about grazing
practices to have a clear idea of their land management objectives for a grazing project? (Open-ended
response)
Response
All
None
0
Maybe 5%. (re-doing web site now to
have MUCH more info, BUT have
most of it out of the main flow. Before
seemed to be overwhelming to
potential customers.
1
2
5
5
10
30
33
35
50
50
50
50
60
70
70
75
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41) When setting up a new agreement, how much time do you typically spend counseling new clients
about what objectives are appropriate for grazing operations?
Response
Less than 30 minutes
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Between 30 minutes to an hour
Over an hour
Over an hour
Over an hour
Over an hour
Over an hour
Over an hour
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42) How do you document progress toward land management objectives for your clients? (Open-ended
response)
Response
Before and after photos
Before/after photos, regrowth evaluations
communication between us and the land manager- photos if there is an issue
Don’t
Email
Fixed point photos. Line transects
Handshake
He takes care of where he wants them.
Management contract with clearly defined objectives and timelines
Maps, photos, photos of dead plants in the following spring
Notes
observations
Our rental agreement.
Photo monitoring
photographs
Photos, presentation
Photos, repeat grazes
Photos? I don't particularly document progress for them other than the effects of the grazing on their land. I've
never considered that. I take photos mainly for myself and for social media.
Pictures
Pictures. Mapping sites
Provide grazing records, clients do monitoring
Service agreement and emails
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43) Have you ever refused to provide grazing services?
Response
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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44) If so, why have you refused to provide grazing services? (Open-ended response)
Response
99.9% of our requests for service comes from out of our service territory.
Animals were not safe
Distance from home base; too small an area; unrealistic goals; 1 person was rude to my wife so we'll never graze for
them again
Grazing was not an appropriate or feasible tool for the property and/or owner's goals
Herder and/or animal safety
Home owner difficult to work with
I get calls sometimes for sites that are not well suited for goats, like a lawn with some weeds in it. I won't take on
jobs that goats simply aren't a good fit for.
Lack of commitment
Likelihood of failure, toxic plants
Location
Low feed value , or poisonous plants
never work in seattle, political and homeless
Not good enough fenceing
Predator concerns, inadequate forage quality for animal performance
Small acreage. Sometimes it just doesn't work
They were not prepared to fulfill what was needed on their end.
To small of a area, surrounded by houses, to busy with other jobs
too far away, too small of an area, to many toxic plants, client refused to be liable for domestic dog attacks..
Too small or too big
too small, not a fit for goats
toxic weeds, to small area, out of area distance from farm
When the client wants tall grass or prairie with no invasive species grazed. Goats are not the best choice. Waste of
our time.
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45) At what stages of the project have you refused grazing services? (Open-ended response)

Before providing services

Midway through providing
services

Requests for
repeated
services
Requests for
repeated
services

Other
(please
explain)

Depends
on the
situation
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Requests for
repeated
services

Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services

Before providing services

Midway through providing
services

Before providing services
Before providing services

Midway through providing services

Requests for
repeated
services

Requests for
repeated
services

Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services
Before providing services

Before providing services
Before providing services

Requests for
repeated
services
Midway through providing services
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46) What are the main constraints of your operation that might prevent you from taking on a project
providing grazing services? (Open-ended response)

Response
cannot meet the clients objectives and goats are not a fit
Customer not flexible with dates
Difference in expectation
Difficulty in fencing the area
Distance
Distance
distance from farm, terrain issues, public concerns
distance from the project, size of project
Distance to a job site and locations that are too public. Constantly educating the public and fielding calls from
people concerned about an animal laying down (ruminating)! Is just exhausting. Also, proximity to water.
Distance. (mentioned above) Unrealistic expectations.
Fencing
Fencing restraints (excessively steep or rocky terrain), projects requiring 24 hour management
homeless people in area, seattle city council
I wont travel more than 45 minutes away from home. I have a half acre/$1000 minimum. Also many clients
believe that grazing will be provided free to them in exchange for the forage. My price may be cost prohibitive to
some.
Low feed quality. / Not enough money in it
Owner/land manager has unrealistic expectations or creates unreasonable constraints
Time
Time valuation, production cycle not aligning with a project
Two jobs in town
We have a large herd and work in remote areas, we typically wont go to close to a town or subdivision
Would need an employee
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47) Do you think that an industry-sponsored certification for service grazers would be of any benefit
to those offering these services or to their clients?

Response
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Unsure
Unsure
Unsure
Unsure
Unsure
Unsure
Unsure
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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48) Do you think that the business of service-grazing would benefit or suffer from increased competition,
and why?" (Open-ended response)
Response
At this time i think there is plenty of room and plenty of fuel load. It should be a good time to start a grazing
project Everyone is very aware of fire and begining to think about how they are going to reduce fuel loads on
their property.
Benefit
Benefit
Benefit - there are enough contractors for the work currently
Benefit, too much demand at this point in time
Benefit. We offer free consultation to help others start up. For most of the small and midsize rental companies, it
does not make sense to travel more than maybe an hour a way. Less would be better for profits, the animals and
the environment.
Benefit. Although there are many who begin service grazing, only the truly committed and skilled survive. Like
most industries
Benefit. Competition would reveal high-performing, professional providers and improve the industry's
reputation...move it beyond perceptions as a gimmick or fad.
competition may drive prices down and reduce demand for my herd.
Depends
I believe it would suffer in certain areas and benefit in others, more grazers in one area would bring pricing down
and more grazers in an area with an abundance of customers would help continue growth of public interest
I have no competetion, every service is different
I think that would depend on the situation. I currently have no local competition, and can't handle the local
demand. However, I treat this business as very personalized to each customer/piece of land. I fear too much
competition could lead to this being no different than landscaping companies where it's all about getting as many
clients signed up as possible, and blowing through them.
I would like to see it benefit from increased competition, but this all depends on the factors -- who are the
graziers, what are their personalities, what are their goals, and how are the opportunities being offered becoming
available? What keeps the prices in check so they don't plummet or skyrocket?
In our area we need more competition. I teach seminars encouraging others to get into this and support new
business owners. The barrier to entry is difficult with this business and I don't see it ever becoming too
oversaturated.
It would depend on supply and demand
know there is more work than providers, might help eliminate the ones do a poor job
No
No, I think it would be more popular if clients could see it being done.
Oh gosh, I'm not sure. Suffer. Alright now, I graze the goats so that I can have goats in my life that stay healthy,
provide a service, and pay for themselves. We don't take on a whole lot of jobs bc it iant my only job, but I'm not
undercutting and charging less because it isn't my living. I worry about people coming in and devaluing it by
charging things like $1/goat/day etc. I also worry that folks who don't have a background in forestry or naturalists
are getting into it and not fully articulating expectations for results
Totally depends on the competitors
Under bidding by low quality grazers would be a problem.
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49) Are they any other observations on the business of raising livestock or service-grazing that you would
like to share? (Open-ended response)
Response
Being a herdsman is a lost art, it is not easy to hire someone to do this. If you are going to do this yourself find a
mentor.
Certification would be extremely detrimental - that’s what the RFP process is for
I don't know about an industry sponsored certification so much as an association amongst graziers. People in ag
don't need anymore certifications, it just adds expense and compliance time. A simple association, maybe
coming from CWGA or someone with a code of conduct and effective way to reach out to state and local
agencies and private landowners would be wonderful.
I have a hard time providing durable portable shade structures.
I think the targeted grazing business would be better served if there was an association with a website to locate
providers by state and background/experience.
I would like to see a standard form of city permits rather than each city writing their own, I would like the city ,
county , state, and federal offices to learn about what the grazing service is about and its ecological benefits prior
to creating ordinances. I would also those same offices to understand the ecological benenfits similar to that of
solar, wind energy in regards to fossil fuels.
It would be nice to have ONE TERM for this business. One standard that was promoted and worked well.
most public clients(bus companies and seattle) ask for bribes. They call it a donation but its a bribe. F*** them
need to like what you are doing
No
No
Perfect time to start grazing project. Willing to add mine in if you need more.
Sure... But not in a space this size.
There are a lot more opportunities today
There is not a single pair of hood trimmers that stays sharp for trimming more than three goats hooves 🤣😂
This business is still the wild west in our area. Lots of opportunities
While certifications don't interest me (to me that just sounds like an added expense and one more hoop to jump
through) I would like to see more published information out there. So little exists regarding goats. Which is why I
agreed to do this survey, I want to support those folks like yourself who are trying to research our industry
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50) How many business partners of each age range are currently operating your business?
Under 20

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59
1

60-69
1

1
1

1

70 and over

2
1
1

1
1
1

1
1

2
2
1

1
2
1
1
1

1
1
1
0
Non
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1

51) How many business partners of each gender are currently operating your business?
Female

Male

Other/non-conforming
non

1
2
1
1
1
1
1

2
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1

1
1
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52) How many business partners of Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin are currently operating your
business? (Open-ended response)
Response
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
this has no relevance on the business but i have 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
2
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53) How many employees of each age are currently working within your business?
Under 20

20-29
4
1
6

30-39
2

40-49

50-59
2

6

6

2

60-69
3

Over 70

2
1

0
0
1
1
1
1
2
2

1
1
0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

2
1

7
54) How many employees of each gender are currently working within your business?
Female

None

Male
1

Other/non-conforming

2
2
0
1
2
1
1

0
0
1
1

1
0
6
2

1
1
2
3
4

15
1
17
7
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0
0

0
0

55) How many employees of Hispanic, Latinx, or Spanish origin are currently working within your
business? (Open-ended response)

Response
WTF is a latinx
None
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
5
15
16
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